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II.  Executive Summary 

 

The Twin Cities Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing choice (AI) is a thorough 

examination of structural barriers to fair housing choice and access to opportunity for members of 

historically marginalized groups protected from discrimination by the federal Fair Housing Act 

(FHA). This analysis specifically analyzes the following jurisdictions in the Twin Cities Region: 

Anoka County, Coon Rapids, Dakota County Hennepin County, Bloomington, Eden Prairie, 

Minneapolis, Minnetonka, Plymouth, Ramsey County, St. Paul, Washington County, Woodbury, 

Scott County and Carver County. While Coon Rapids and Minnetonka are no longer classified as 

entitlement jurisdictions, the two cities were included in this analysis, as they were entitlement 

jurisdictions for the majority of the 5-year period between AIs conducted for the Region. 

 

In addition to analyzing and identifying barriers to fair housing choice within the Region, this AI 

also outlines meaningful strategies that can be implemented to achieve progress towards the 

various entitlement jurisdictionsô obligation to affirmatively furthering fair housing. The Lawyersô 

Committee for Civil Rights Under Law (Lawyersô Committee), in consultation with the Twin 

Cities Fair Housing Implementation Council (FHIC) prepared this AI. To provide a foundation for 

the conclusions and recommendations presented in this AI, the Lawyersô Committee reviewed and 

analyzed: 

¶ Data from the U.S. Census Bureau and other sources about the demographic, housing, 

economic, and educational landscape of the Consortium, nearby communities, and the 

broader region; 

¶ Local housing production and education data; 

¶ Various County and City planning document and ordinances; 

¶ Data reflecting housing discrimination complaints; 

¶ The input of a broad range of community groups and stakeholders that deal with the 

realities of the housing market and the lives of members of protected classes in the 

Twin Cities Region. 

 

The AI draws from these sources to conduct an analysis of fair housing issues such as patterns of 

integration and segregation of members of protected classes, racially or ethnically concentrated 

areas of poverty regionally, disparities in access to opportunity for protected classes, and 

disproportionate housing needs. The analysis also examines publicly supported housing in the city 

as well as fair housing issues for persons with disabilities. Private and public fair housing 

enforcement, outreach capacity, and resources are evaluated as well. The AI identifies contributing 

factors to fair housing issues and steps that should be taken to overcome these barriers. 

 

Overview of the Twin Cities Region 

 

The Twin Cities Region falls within the Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI metropolitan 

statistical area. The Region has historically been overwhelmingly white and remains so to this day, 

despite a growing number of immigrants of color. Minneapolis and St. Paul specifically are the 

most diverse, both of which have historical enclaves of Black residents. The cities have growing 

Hispanic/Latinx populations, as well as growing communities of Hmong and Somali residents. 

With the exception of smaller suburbs immediately outside of the urban centers the remainder of 
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the region remains extremely white, despite small concentrations of Black, Indigenous and other 

people of color (BIPOC).  

 

Patterns of segregation and disparities in access to opportunity in housing and other areas are very 

stark in the Twin Cities. The same characteristics that make the Twin Cities an ideal place to live 

for manyðenvironmental healthy neighborhoods, proficient schools, and high home ownership 

rates, to name a fewðare not at all equally experienced by the Regionôs communities of color, 

low-income communities, and persons with disabilities. Neighborhoods with higher 

concentrations of BIPOC residents have less access to proficient schools, are less environmentally 

healthy, have less access to transportation and jobs and have higher rates of poverty. Many 

jurisdictions within the region have taken significant steps to improve access to safe and affordable 

housing, including increased contributions to Housing Trust Funds, zoning changes, larger and 

deeper affordability requirements for new developments, and reform of code enforcement services. 

At the same time, however, the Twin Cities region is attractive to outside investors using their 

capital to fund massive new developments that are not affordable for many residents. Smaller, 

outer ring suburbs have also experienced Not in My Backyard (NIMBY) sentiment from residents 

in response to attempts to develop more affordable housing or allow for increased density. In 

addition, as the urban centers become less affordable, many residents are being pushed out to the 

suburbs. Transit-oriented development has provided additional transportation options throughout 

the larger suburban/rural region, but has also been met with critiques of displacement and 

gentrification of communities of color that once resided in the new transit corridors.  

 

Further, as civil rights attorneys, we would be remiss not to acknowledge that systemic racism 

within the Region has led to strategic disinvestment in communities of color, and over-policing of 

Black and Brown bodies. These disparities came to a head in Minneapolis following the murder 

of George Floyd by officers of the Minneapolis Police Department. The police were called by the 

clerk of a Minneapolis convenience store, located at 38th Street and Chicago Avenue, over an 

allegedly counterfeit $20 bill. Since then, residents of the Region and the country have stood up to 

demand that police no longer be able to ravage Black communities. This event has sparked 

important conversations in the Region and beyond, and we hope that as a result, data in future 

Analyses of Impediments will show increased opportunity to housing, jobs, and schools for 

historically disadvantaged populations.  

 

Contributing Factors to Fair Housing Issues 

 

In addition to the main sections of the AI, this analysis includes a discussion of the following 

contributing factors to fair housing issues:  

1. Access to financial services 

2. Access for persons with disabilities to proficient schools 

3. Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities 

4. Access to transportation for persons with disabilities 

5. Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly 

supported housing 

6. Availability of affordable units in a range of sizes 

7. Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation 

8. Community opposition 
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9. Deteriorated and abandoned properties 

10. Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 

violence, sexual assault, and stalking 

11. Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 

12. Impediments to mobility 

13. Inaccessible public or private infrastructure 

14. Inaccessible government facilities or services 

15. Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 

16. Lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes 

17. Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services 

18. Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services 

19. Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 

20. Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing 

21. Lack of community revitalization strategies 

22. Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 

23. Lack of local public fair housing enforcement 

24. Lack of local or regional cooperation 

25. Lack of meaningful language access for individuals with limited English proficiency 

26. Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods 

27. Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 

28. Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations 

29. Lack of state or local fair housing laws 

30. Land use and zoning laws 

31. Lending discrimination 

32. Location of accessible housing 

33. Location of employers 

34. Location of environmental health hazards 

35. Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies 

36. Location and type of affordable housing 

37. Loss of affordable housing 

38. Occupancy codes and restrictions 

39. Private discrimination 

40. Quality of affordable housing information programs 

41. Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with 

disabilities 

42. Siting selection policies, practices, and decisions for publicly supported housing, 

including discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs 

43. Source of income discrimination  

44. State or local laws, policies, or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities from 

living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing and other integrated settings 

45. Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights law  
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Proposed Goals and Strategies 

 

The following goals and strategies were developed and refined using the aforementioned data 

sources and extensive conversations with community groups, local stakeholders, community 

members, and jurisdiction staff.  

 

Goal 1: Increase the supply of affordable housing in high opportunity areas. 

 

ü Change existing land use and zoning laws, where possible, to allow for Accessory Dwelling 

Units (ADUs) and tiny homes. 

ü Provide additional investments in the Affordable Housing Trust Funds in St. Paul and 

Minneapolis and additional investments in affordable housing in the other jurisdictions. 

ü Provide funding to assist community organizations in purchasing, rehabilitating, and 

leasing dilapidated rental properties. Ensure that these organizations have the right of first 

refusal to purchase prior to outside, for-profit developers.  

ü Condition the distribution of grant funds to jurisdictions by the Metropolitan Council based 

on communities providing concrete plans to meet their fair share of the decennial 

affordable housing needs. 

ü Expand bonus point offerings in RFPs to incentivize the development of large units with 

three or more bedrooms.  

 

Goal 2: Preserve the existing stock of affordable rental housing. 

 

ü Partner with the Minnesota Attorney Generalôs office to develop land lease and other 

protections for residents of manufactured home communities. 

ü Provide restrictions on the ñflippingò of affordable rental housing by outside investors. 
Require that 1) a large percentage of units remain affordable at deeper levels of 

affordability; 2) previous tenants have rights of return; and 3) displaced tenants have access 

to relocation services. 

ü Rehabilitate and maintain the existing stock of publicly owned, affordable single-family 

homes. Provide regular inspection and maintenance of these properties. 

ü Provide Advanced Notice of Sale and Tenant Opportunity to Purchase/first right of refusal 

for tenants of affordable housing units that are for sale. 

 

Goal 3: Support homeownership for households of color. 

 

ü Develop partnership with local lending institutions to conduct homebuyer and financial 

literacy education targeted at communities of color.  

ü Develop a program or policy to provide for regular review of local lending practices for 

fair housing issues. 

ü Increase funding for down payment assistance programs. 

ü Fund and facilitate credit counseling and improvement programs targeted at communities 

of color.  

ü Provide more opportunities for families on public assistance to transition to ownership.   

ü Provide long-term support for communities of color beyond down payment assistance, 

such as additional funding programs for necessary repairs.  
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Goal 4: Prevent Displacement of Black and Brown low- and moderate-income residents. 

 

ü Pilot a Right to Counsel Program to provide pro bono counsel to tenants facing eviction. 

ü Pass localized Just Cause Eviction protections and advocate for statewide Just Cause 

eviction legislation.  

ü Advocate for statewide rent control/stabilization legislation. 

ü Consider the impact of transit-oriented development and preserve additional units in mixed 

income developments along transit corridors 

ü Establish a minimum nonpayment of rent threshold for evictions of $100 and adopt a rule 

which allows tenants to cure by paying the full amount owed up to and including the date 

of trial for the eviction. 

ü Establish a policy for regular community participation in advance of approving new 

development in areas populated by low- and moderate-income Black and Brown residents. 

To ensure maximum participation, these meetings should be held at a variety of times be 

accessible via public transportation, be in locations that are ADA accessible, and provide 

food and perhaps childcare, if the meeting occurs in the evening.  

ü Establish policies that provide for analysis of potential fair housing impacts of new 

development in areas populated by low- and moderate income Black and Brown residents. 

ü Conduct or contract for regular research on gentrification and displacement throughout the 

region.  

ü Provide funding for rent relief programs, foreclosure prevention programs, and small 

business support in distressed areas.  

ü Establish use of the Equitable Development Scorecard to evaluate all new residential and 

mixed-use development proposals.  

 

Goal 5: Increase community integration for person with disabilities. 

 

ü Increase the supply of integrated permanent supportive housing by utilizing Project-Based 

Vouchers in developments that include units that have rents that are within Housing Choice 

Voucher payment standards as a result of inclusionary zoning programs. Require a set-

aside of permanent supportive housing units through requests for proposals and notices of 

funding availability under the HOME Investment Partnerships programs as well as under 

locally-funded affordable housing programs. 

ü Advocate for greater funding from the Minnesota Legislature for the Developmental 

Disabilities Waiver in order to eliminate the need for a wait list for services under that 

program. 

ü Ensure consistency in disability-related Housing Choice Voucher preferences across 

housing authorities. 

ü Deepen enhanced accessibility requirements for developments receiving federal financial 

assistance to require that 10% of units be accessible to persons with ambulatory disabilities 

and that 4% of units be accessible to persons with sensory disabilities. 

ü Increase funding and availability of Metro Mobility services. 

ü Encourage Metro Transit to subsidize rides of caregivers assisting riders with disabilities. 
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ü Explore the creation of more affordable transportation options, especially outside of 

Minneapolis and St. Paul.  

ü Ensure that bus stops and curb cuts are plowed and/or shoveled after snowfall. 

ü Increase regional cooperation among disability service providers. 

ü Provide additional funding to disability support service organization to ensure recruitment 

and retention of qualified support staff.  

ü Create and invest in a relief fund for landlords and tenants to apply for rehabilitation 

assistance related to the cost of requested reasonable accommodations. 

 

Goal 6: Ensure equal access to housing for person with protected characteristics, lower-income, 

and homeless. 

 

ü Implement source of income protections throughout the Region and advocate for statewide 

protections. 

ü Eliminate participation in the Crime Free Multi-Housing program by local police 

departments.  

ü For municipalities with crime-free housing and nuisance ordinances that allow for eviction 

based on a number of calls for emergency service or criminal activity of tenants, condition 

funding on the repeal of these ordinances and advocate for statewide legislation banning 

these ordinances. This legislation should explicitly prohibit eviction based solely on calls 

for emergency service, particularly for survivors of domestic violence, victims of crime, 

and those experiencing health emergencies. 

ü Require that all rental and homeownership applications be made available in Spanish, 

Hmong, and Somali, and ensure that paper copies are available for those without computer 

access.  

ü Ensure that housing authorities have translation services available to their customers. 

ü Encourage landlords to follow HUDôs guidance on the use of criminal backgrounds in 
screening tenants.  

ü The St. Paul Housing Authority should eliminate the use of a policy that allows for 

termination without proof beyond a reasonable doubt or a report to law enforcement.  

ü Following Minneapolisôs example, introduce and pass legislation that requires inclusive 
credit screening practices that do not rely on FICO scores. 

ü Increase the capacity of existing fair housing enforcement agencies by providing additional 

funding for staff. 

ü Provide additional funding to increase capacity and frequency of record expungement 

clinics.  

ü Following Minneapolisôs example, transition from exclusively complaint-based code-

enforcement services. Provide for regular code enforcement review of all rental properties 

as part of rental licensing restrictions.  

ü Monitor school redistricting policies for those that may create new or exacerbate existing 

segregation patterns for communities of color.  

ü Establish a permanent Fair Housing Advisory Committee that will participate regularly in 

FHIC meetings. This committee should be made up of a diverse group of community 

members.  
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ü Work with the courts to ensure that they refrain from publishing evictions immediately 

when filed. Courts should wait to publish evictions on a tenantôs record until after a 

judgement has been entered. 

ü Work with the courts to prevent evictions from remaining on a tenantôs record when the 

eviction has been dismissed, and reduce the amount of time evictions remain on a tenantôs 

record from 7 years to 2 years.  

ü Explore capping the amount of application fees private landlords may charge and the 

creation of a universal rental application to reduce the difficulty of applying and the amount 

of fees landlords are able to charge 

ü Restrict the ability of landlords to evict tenants during the winter months. 

ü Expand services and resources for homeless families. 

ü Partner with community based fair housing organizations to conduct regular testing of 

potential discriminatory steering practices by realtors. 

 

Goal 7: Expand access to opportunity for protected classes. 

 

ü Increase regional cooperation to encourage transit development that connects communities 

of protected classes to employment and reduces general transit-related isolation of these 

communities.  

ü Increase the minimum wage in the metro area to $15 an hour.  

ü Enact legislation to prevent landlords from requiring excessive security deposits or 

multiple monthsô rent. 

ü Regularly review the screening criteria of the Regionôs Public Housing Authorities to 
ensure compliance with HUD Background Screening Guidance, including criminal 

backgrounds, rental history, and credit history. As mentioned above, the St. Paul Housing 

Authority should eliminate the current policy of allowing for termination for criminal 

activity when the alleged activity has not even been reported to law enforcement or proven 

beyond a reasonable doubt. 

ü Relax stringent guidelines for reasonable accommodations claims to Public Housing 

Authorities.  

ü Consult with industry experts and community groups to create a Racial Justice Framework 

for analysis of proposed development and siting of affordable housing. 

ü Provide funding and staffing for public campaigns to combat NIMBY sentiment 

throughout the region. These campaigns should also include content to dissuade negative 

notions around voucher holders. 

 

Goal 8: Reduce barriers to mobility. 

 

ü Enact policies that provide for regular reviews of residency and other preferences for fair 

housing impacts.   

ü Implement selective use of payment standards based on Small Area Fair Market Rents 

(FMRs), to expand housing choice specifically in zip codes that are areas of opportunity. 

As an example, for a Minneapolis zip code, the current payment standard for a two 

bedroom apartment is $1,228. For the same zip code, the Small Area FMR payment 

standard would be $1,820.  
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ü Condition the receipt of public funds for any new housing development on the acceptance 

of vouchers and agreement not to discriminate on the basis of an applicant's receipt of 

public assistance. 

ü Enact policies providing for regular review of landlord listing services to ensure 

availability of units in opportunity areas.  

ü Implement a fair housing auditing policy for LIHTC developments overseen by 

Minneapolis, St. Paul, Washington County, and Dakota County, specifically assessing 

voucher holder marketing and accessïparticularly for family LIHTC housing outside of 

concentrated areas. 

ü Expand policies providing for regular landlord/developer outreach and engagement, to 

encourage and support participation in the voucher program, including periodic workshops 

and an ongoing working group. 

ü Institute protocols to regularly review and report on suballocatorsô LIHTC performance in 
achieving siting balance (in designated areas of opportunity), and further incentivize 

development in areas of opportunity through set asides, basis boost designations, and/or 

increased competitive points.   
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III.  Community Participation Process 

 

1.  Describe outreach activities undertaken to encourage and broaden meaningful 

community participation in the AFH process, including the types of outreach activities and 

dates of public hearings or meetings. Identify media outlets used and include a description 

of efforts made to reach the public, including those representing populations that are 

typically underrepresented in the planning process such as persons who reside in areas 

identified as R/ECAPs, persons who are limited English proficient (LEP), and persons with 

disabilities. Briefly explain how these communications were designed to reach the broadest 

audience possible. For PHAs, identify your meetings with the Resident Advisory Board. 

 

In order to ensure that the analysis contained in an AI accurately reflects conditions in a community 

and that the goals and strategies are targeted and feasible, the participation of a wide range of 

stakeholders is of critical importance.  A broad array of outreach was conducted through 

community meetings, focus groups, and public hearings. 

 

In preparing this AI with assistance from members of the Fair Housing and Implementation 

Council, the Lawyersô Committee reached out to neighborhood residents, fair housing 

organizations, civil rights and advocacy organizations, legal services provers, social services 

providers, housing developers, industry groups, tenant associations, neighborhood associations, 

and undocumented families to hear directly about fair housing issues affecting residents of 

Delaware. Additional meetings were held with public officials from the various entitlement 

jurisdictions and statewide agencies. All meetings took place in facilities that are accessible to 

persons with disabilities. 

 

Throughout the AI process, the consultants met with over 100 organizations and individuals 

throughout the Twin Cities Region1, including: 

 

Focus Groups: 

¶ Advocates for Persons with Disabilities:  

o MN State Council on Disability (Statewide) 

o Richfield Disability Advocacy Partnership (City of Richfield) 

¶ Unhoused/Formerly Housed Persons: 

o Street Voices of Change (Minneapolis) 

o Freedom From the Streets (St. Paul) 

¶ Black/African American Minnesotans: 

o National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (St. Paul Chapter)  

o National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (Minneapolis 

Chapter) 

¶ Mixture of St. Paul Community Group Members:  

o Metropolitan Interfaith Council on Affordable Housing (Twin Cities Region) 

 
1 Note: The service are of each organization/group is noted in parentheses.  
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¶ The Motherôs Tutoring Academy (Twin Cities Region)  

o Somali Mothers  

 

Stakeholder Meetings  

¶ Housing Justice Center (Nationwide)  

¶ Center on Urban and Regional Affairs (Twin Cities Region) 

¶ ARC of Minnesota (Statewide) 

¶ Minnesota Disability Law Center (Statewide) 

¶ Ramsey County Community and Economic Development (Ramsey County) 

¶ Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid (Central Minnesota, including the Twin Cities Region) 

¶ Homeline MN (Statewide) 

¶ Inquilinxs Unidxs (Minneapolis)  

¶ Lawrence McDonough, Pro-Bono Director, Dorsey & Whitney LLP  

¶ Alliance for Metropolitan Stability (Twin Cities Region) 

¶ Greater MSP: Minneapolis Saint Paul Regional Economic Development Partnership (Twin 

Cities Region) 

¶ Minnesota State Attorney Generalôs Office (Statewide) 

¶ City of St. Paul Department of Planning and Economic Development (St. Paul) 

¶ City of St. Paul Office of Financial Empowerment  (St. Paul) 

¶ Southern Minnesota Regional Legal Services (Twin Cities Region, excluding Hennepin 

County) 

¶ City of Richfield (Richfield) 

¶ Jewish Community Action (Suburban Hennepin County) 

¶ Neighborhood Development Alliance (St. Paul & East Metro) 

¶ Scott and Carver County Continuum of Care Providers (Scott and Carver County) 

¶ Community Stabilization Project (St. Paul) 

¶ Frogtown Neighborhood Association (St. Paul)  

¶ Hmong American Partnership (Twin Cities Region) 

¶ Alliance Housing MN (Minneapolis) 

¶ City of Minneapolis (Minneapolis) 

 

Public Hearings 

 [Dates, locations, and methods used to reach community members for attendance at public 

hearings to be added once public hearings have been completed] 

¶ Anoka County 

¶ Dakota County 

¶ Hennepin County 

¶ Ramsey County 

¶ Washington County 
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IV.  Assessment of Past Goals, Actions and Strategies 

 

a.  Indicate what fair housing goals were selected by program participant(s) in recent 

Analyses of Impediments, Assessments of Fair Housing, or other relevant planning 

documents. 

 

The 2014 Regional Analysis of Impediments for the Twin Cities Region identified the following 

impediments to fair housing choice and provided recommended action steps to address each.  

 

1. Impediment: Potential homebuyers of color are denied for home purchase loans at 

rates exceeding White homebuyers. 

 

Recommendations: 

1.1. Development of partnerships with reputable credit counseling agencies and financial 

literacy trainers to reach communities of color and create pipeline of potential homebuyers 

who are ready and qualified to purchase a home. 

 

Minneapolis: The City of Minneapolis, through its Minneapolis Homes suite of programs, strives 

to reduce income disparities by building the capacity of underrepresented homebuyers, 

homeowners and developers to participate in City programs. Minneapolis Homes provides 

financing for financial wellness, homebuyer education and foreclosure prevention counseling. The 

City provides financial support to the Minnesota Homeownership Center to provide services 

through a network of providers for one-on-one counseling, online tutorials and in-person classes 

in a variety of languages, including Hmong, Spanish, Somali and English.  

 

Hennepin County: The County partnered with Community Action Partnership Hennepin County 

to help inform potential homebuyers how to develop a strong credit history through financial 

counseling to become home ownership ready.  

 

Scott County: The County has partnered with Comunidades Latinas Unidas en Servicio (CLUES) 

and the Neighborhood Development Alliance to conduct housing counseling training. They are 

working on a similar partnership with the African Development Center.  

 

Saint Paul: The City of Saint Paul financially supported the Minnesota Homeownership Center 

(Center) which offers individualized financial wellness and home buyer counseling, homebuyer 

education classes (Home Stretch workshops), which included multicultural and multilingual 

homebuyer classes. Homeownership workshops were held in English, Hmong, Somali, Karen, and 

Spanish. The Center also works directly with the African Development Center and African 

Economic Development Solutions to outreach to Somali and Africans new to America.  

 

Subsequently, Fannie Mae worked with the Centerôs Framework in which households who 

purchase Fannie Mae properties through its HomeReady Buyer program will be eligible for up to 

3% off the purchase price of the home in the form of closing cost assistance.  

 

The City also created a down payment assistance program to promote homeownership for 

households at or below 60% AMI. 



14 

 

 

Washington County: The Washington County CDA continues to develop relationships with 

organizations in order to increase the number of households of color the CDA serves. Such 

partnerships include the Black Womenôs Wealth Alliance in which it provided Home Stretch 

Workshops that were culturally sensitive to historical racism many people of color 

experienced/experience in North Minneapolis and how to overcome these obstacles. Additionally, 

the CDA shares affordable housing opportunities, affordable loan programs, and down payment 

assistance opportunities within Washington County with organizations that serve a larger 

population of persons of color including PRG, Build Wealth MN, Comunidades Latinas Unidas 

en Servicio (CLUES), Neighborhood Development Alliance (NEDA), Urban League of 

Minneapolis, and Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity.  The CDA has and continues to commission 

an updated report on the comprehensive housing needs for Washington County to better 

understand who the underserved populations are within the County and what obstacles they 

encounter in obtaining affordable and fair housing.  The CDA continues to offer homebuyer 

education workshops geared towards educating specific cultural communities with lower rates of 

homeownership. 

 

Dakota County: Through the homebuyer and homeownership resource connection at the Dakota 

County CDA, homeownership counselors assisted potential homebuyers of color and helped 

prepare them for long-term homeownership success. 

 The First Time Homebuyer (FTHB) program offers competitive 30 year fixed first mortgage 

loans, with down payment and closing cost assistance.  

 The Dakota County CDA advertises Homebuyer Education and Counseling services and the 

First Time Homebuyer program on its website.  

 Homebuyer Education and Counseling services at the Dakota County CDA continued to be 

promoted at Dakota County community events and fairs, city offices, libraries, churches, and 

social service agencies.  

 The Dakota County CDA does direct outreach to potential lender and realtor partners within 

Dakota County to make sure the CDA FTHB program is widely available and that industry 

partners are aware of Homebuyer Education and Counseling services.  

 The Dakota County CDA is a member of SPAAR (Saint Paul Area Association of Realtors) 

Diversity Committee and MN Homeownership Alliance. The SPAAR Diversity Committee 

serves as an advocate of fair housing practices and promotes equal opportunities in housing 

and further diversification within the real estate industry to better serve association members 

and their communities.  

 Annually, the Dakota County CDA mails information on Homebuyer Education and 

Counseling services and the FTHB program to all Dakota County CDA residents within their 

Workforce Housing and Public Housing units. The Dakota County CDA tracks both program 

demographics to ensure they are reaching a diverse clientele that is reflective of Dakota County 

demographics overall. The Dakota County CDA strives to reach deeper into minority and 

Hispanic households with these programs than the overall County demographics, but presently 

the Dakota County CDA is looking to ensure the programs are at least as representative as the 

County as a whole. For its most recent program year, 47 percent of the clients served by Dakota 

County CDA housing counselors were clients of color. Among all clients served, 44 percent 

were below the 50 percent AMI income threshold. The demographics of the Dakota County 

CDAôs First Time Homebuyer Program have remained in line with overall Dakota County 
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demographics, with 12 percent of borrowers representing minority households. The most 

common barriers preventing housing counseling clients from qualifying for a mortgage product 

are income restraints and credit issues, and the Dakota County CDA is actively working with 

clients, in collaboration with industry partners, to provide budget and credit counseling support 

for clients that need to address these barriers to achieve mortgage-readiness.  

 

1.2. Support local research effort in homeownership loan denial disparity by race that 

accounts for creditworthiness, as limited data is currently available. 

 

All Jurisdictions: Regional analysis has been done by Dr. Samuel Myers at the University of 

Minnesota.  

 

2.   Impediment: Higher rates of exit from homeownership among households of color. 

Recommendations: 

2.1. Support foreclosure prevention services targeted to households of color. 

2.2. Promotion of homebuyer education services to minimize subsequent delinquency. 

 

Washington County: The County has a partnership with the Black Womenôs Wealth Alliance in 

which it provided Home Stretch Workshops that were culturally sensitive to historical racism many 

people of color experienced/experience in lending specifically in North Minneapolis and how to 

overcome these obstacles and have a higher likelihood of successful homeownership. 

  

The CDA promotes and encourages expanded opportunities for homebuyer education, housing 

counseling, affordable housing opportunities, affordable loan programs, and down payment 

assistance opportunities within Washington County with organizations that serve a larger 

population of persons of color including PRG, Build Wealth MN, Comunidades Latinas Unidas 

en Servicio (CLUES), Neighborhood Development Alliance (NEDA), Urban League of 

Minneapolis, and Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity. The CDA does not require clients to receive 

Homebuyer counseling and education at the CDA in order to qualify for down payment assistance 

but does require counseling and education be done by a HUD approved Housing Counseling 

agency. This gives potential clients freedom of choice, easier access to housing related programs, 

and less restrictions on where they can obtain homebuyer counseling and education opportunities 

in order to access our programs. 

  

2.3. Explore concept of post-purchase counseling to minimize delinquency. 

2.4. Market and promote foreclosure prevention services to households of color. 

2.5 Promote and encourage expanded opportunities for housing counseling specifically 

directed at protected classes. 

 

Hennepin County: Hennepin Countyôs Housing and Redevelopment Authority funded 

homeownership centers, and continues to fund foreclosure prevention programs. 

 

Dakota, Scott, Washington Counties: All three counties fund homeownership education and 

foreclosure prevention programs.  
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Dakota County: Foreclosure literature was and will continue to be mailed to recipients of Pre-

Foreclosure Notices and Notices of Pendency educating them about the foreclosure process and 

the services offered by the Dakota County CDA. Dakota County CDA staff provided free 

Foreclosure Advising services to any Dakota County resident facing the possibility of foreclosure. 

(see above under 1.1) Through the homebuyer and homeownership resource connection at the 

Dakota County CDA, homeownership counselors assisted potential homebuyers of color and 

helped prepare them for long-term homeownership success. é. 

 

Saint Paul: The City of St. Paul is one of several HUD-approved housing counseling agencies 

providing counseling in the City of St. Paul under the umbrella of the Minnesota Home Ownership 

Center (MNHOC).   The network of agencies providing mortgage default/early delinquency 

counseling in the city of St. Paul assist households with guidance and assistance for submission of 

mortgage modifications, working with their mortgage servicer on a smooth transition out of the 

home (short sale or deed in lieu of foreclosure), and providing information about the foreclosure 

process and moving on after foreclosure. 

 

The network of agencies provides individualized mortgage foreclosure prevention counseling by 

working with the homeowner to create an action plan and viable budget. In addition, the housing 

advisers provide referrals to community resources, such as food shelves, formal budget counseling, 

bankruptcy counseling, legal aid and as necessary emergency assistance from Ramsey County. 

Most importantly, the network of agencies assists homeowners in default by communicating with 

mortgage servicers for modifications, forbearance agreements, or repayment plans, taking the 

burden of communication off the homeowner.  

 

Minneapolis: The City of Minneapolis provides funding to the Minnesota Home Ownership Center 

for foreclosure prevention counseling and homebuyer education services for Minneapolis 

residents. 

 

3.  Impediment: Homeownership perceived as unattainable by some households of color. 

Recommendation: 

3.1. Pursue increased local jurisdiction partnerships with agencies dedicated to expanding 

homeownership equity and reducing the homeownership gap. 

 

Anoka County: In 2018, the County acquired four single-family homes for rehabilitation and sold 

them to non-profits that provide low-to-moderate income housing. The County also used CDBG 

funds to assist 17 low- or moderate-income families rehabilitate their homes.  

 

Dakota County: Since 2015, the Dakota County CDA has provided down payment assistance to 

173 households. Homebuyers purchasing their first home in Dakota County can access: Fixed 

interest rate mortgage financing, Mortgage Credit Certificate, $8,500 in down payment and closing 

cost assistance, and Reduced Private Mortgage Insurance (PMI) with our conventional HFA 

preferred mortgage. Dakota County CDA has also partnered with Twin Cities Habitat for 

Humanity to redevelop vacant NSP lots which are then sold to qualified low income homebuyers.  
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Hennepin County: From 2015- 2019 the County has heavily invested in affordable housing land 

trusts through the West Hennepin Affordable Housing Land Trust (WHAHLT) and supported the 

acquisition and resale of 35 single family homes within suburban Hennepin County. Almost half 

of these units were resold to households of color. City of Lakes Community Land Trust (CLCLT), 

Habitat for Humanity, Urban Home Works, and other organizations have been funded with County 

funds to support home ownership of people of color.  The Countyôs Affordable Housing Incentive 

Fund has also funded home ownership opportunities for people of color.  Finally, Hennepin County 

has invested CDBG funds for direct homebuyer assistance programs in the cities of Richfield and 

Brooklyn Center.  

 

Eden Prairie: From 2015-2017, Eden Prairie provided down payment assistance to 10 households. 

The City also provided varied housing assistance programs to 281 low- to moderate-income 

households. Three homes were also purchased and re-sold using funds from the Affordable 

Housing Trust Fund. 

 

Minneapolis: Minneapolis offers down payment and closing cost assistance for the purchase of 

homes that are financed through the Minneapolis Homes real estate production suite of products 

to overcome barriers to ownership. HOM funds are reserved for participants in financial wellness 

counseling. Grow North provides people who work in North Minneapolis with down payment 

assistance to purchase a home in North Minneapolis. The Homebuyer Incentive provides 

forgivable loans to homeowners who purchase a City-owned vacant lot to develop their own home. 

The rate of service to BIPOC households through the Cityôs down payment assistance programs 

more than doubled from 2015 to 2018. The City is also contemplating changes to its Minneapolis 

Homes Program to create more long-term affordability options for homeownership.  

 

Plymouth:  Since 2015, Plymouth provided down payment assistance to 10 households through its 

First Time Homebuyer program. 

 

Woodbury: The City of Woodbury still operates a first time homebuyers program but has seen a 

recent uptick in ñrenters by choice.ò 

 

Metropolitan Council: The Met Council operates affordable homeownership workshops with 

several municipalities in the region. 

 

Saint Paul: The City of Saint Paul, along with the City of Minneapolis, participated with HOCs 

Home Ownership Alliance (HOA) initiative, a collaboration of more than 30 organizations 

committed to equitable homeownership for people of color and lower-income households. The 

HOA brings together organizations that represent a range of communities, including the 

Neighborhood Development Alliance, and NeighborWorks Home Partners and Twin Cities 

Habitat for Humanity. The HOA leverages these partnerships to create paths for underserved 

communities to achieve equitable, affordable homeownership. 

 

An example of the HOA's collaborative innovation is the launch of the "Get Ready. Be Ready" 

campaign to reach African Americans in St. Paulôs East Side and North Minneapolis. To reach 

these potential homeowners, the HOA works with community representatives to create key 

messages addressing known myths about homeownership, and invest in community radio and print 
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media, along with social media and outreach to community leaders. In the coming year, there are 

plans to expand this outreach to other populations affected by a lack of access, including East 

African, Hispanic, and Southeast Asian communities.  

 

The HOA is also advocating for systems change in the very programs intended to advance 

affordable homeownership. Research has shown that the existing down payment assistance (DPA) 

ecosystem is inconsistently funded, limits consumer choice, and hinders buyersô ability to compete 

in a tight market. Further, lenders can be reluctant to work with complex programs with varying 

features, and cite uncertainty about compliance with the secondary market as an obstacle to 

working with DPA programs.  

 

The City also created a down payment assistance program to promote homeownership for 

households at or below 60% AMI. 

 

Washington County: The Washington County CDA developed a down payment assistance 

program with a goal that at least 50% of the loans will go to households of color and/or those at or 

below 64% of the area median income. The loan is deferred and interest free as to not add to 

frontend housing costs, help lower first mortgage payments, help buyers reach minimum down 

payment requirements better loan products may offer, and help promote successful 

homeownership. In the past five years, CDBG funds have been allocated to the Home 

Improvement Loan Program which assisted 31 low-to moderate income households with necessary 

health and safety repairs to their homes. 

 

 

4.   Impediment (Hennepin County, Ramsey County, City of Minneapolis, and City of St. 

Paul): Predatory lending practices towards immigrants, communities of color, and 

disabled households, in the form of contract-for -deed. 

Recommendations: 

4.1. Development of partnerships with local lending institutions, encouraging affirmative 

marketing and funding for homebuyer programs that reach new Americans, communities 

of color and the disabled. 

4.2. Partner with local programs educating contract-for-deed purchasers in new American 

communities, communities of color and households with disabled members about the 

process with a special focus on the additional protections under Minnesota Statutes 

§559.202 that went into effect for contracts entered into after August 2013. 

 

Hennepin County: In every home ownership program that Hennepin County funds, the County 

never uses and avoids the contract for deed model and requires a fixed interest rate for home 

purchases.  

Minneapolis: Participated in the Minnesota Homeownership Opportunity Alliance, which 

specifically looks at barriers to homeownership experienced by different cultural communities, 

affirmative marketing to overcome culturally specific barriers, and product development to fill the 

gaps in service experienced by underserved communities. Focus to date included Black/African-

American, Black immigrant (Somali, Ethiopian, etc.), and Muslim households. Focus in 2020 is 

Hispanic/Latinx households. Participated in a study with the Twin Cities Local Initiatives Support 

Corporation to assess product development options to better serve borrowers whose faith is averse 
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to mortgage loans with interest. Provides funding to the Minnesota Homeownership Center, which 

provides homebuyer education in multiple languages through multiple organizations that have 

cultural competencies servicing communities of color and new American communities. 

St. Paul: The City of Saint Paul financially supported the Minnesota Homeownership Center 

(Center) which offers individualized financial wellness and home buyer counseling, homebuyer 

education classes (Home Stretch workshops), which included multicultural and multilingual 

homebuyer classes. Homeownership workshops were held in English, Hmong, Somali, Karen, and 

Spanish. The Center also works directly with the African Development Center and African 

Economic Development Solutions to outreach to Somali and Africans new to America. 

Additionally, the City of Saint Paul participated with HOCs Home Ownership Alliance (HOA) 

initiative, a collaboration of more than 30 organizations committed to equitable homeownership 

for people of color and lower-income households. The HOA brings together organizations that 

represent a range of communities, including the Neighborhood Development Alliance, and 

NeighborWorks Home Partners and Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity. The HOA leverages these 

partnerships to create paths for underserved communities to achieve equitable, affordable 

homeownership. 

5.  Impediment: Housing choices for people of color are impacted by perceptions about 

school performance and neighborhood safety. 

Recommendations: 

5.1. Conduct paired testing to see if race influences neighborhood recommendations in the 

homebuying process. 

5.2. Develop outreach and education strategies based on results of paired testing. 

 

All Jurisdictions: The Fair Housing Implementation Council jurisdictions were counseled against 

paired testing due to a recent Minnesota Supreme Court decision. Hennepin County still conducts 

standard rental testing. 

 

6.  Impediment: Limited number of rental units with 3+ bedrooms. 

Recommendation: 

6.1. Support extra points in RFP processes for development proposals that include a higher 

proportion of units with 3+ bedrooms. 

 

Met Council: The Met Council provides extra points for RFPs submitted for Livable Communities 

Grant funds.  

 

Hennepin County: The County provides extra points in accordance with this recommendation.  

 

Minneapolis: The City provides extra points in accordance with this recommendation for RFPs 

submitted for Affordable Housing Trust Fund dollars and through QAP. 

 

Eden Prairie: The City remains active in promoting larger bedroom developments.  
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St. Paul: To encourage the development of 3+ bedroom units, extra points will be awarded to tax 

credit projects that promote family housing where 25% of more of the units in the project have 

three or more bedrooms.  
 

Washington County: The Washington County CDA is a sub allocator of tax credits, the CDBG 

administrator for Washington County and a member of the Dakota County HOME Consortium. In its 

CDBG and HOME application processes, the CDA awards extra points for projects that are proposing 

creation or rehabilitation of housing units that serve large related families (5+ persons) and/or has family 

friendly components. 
 

7.  Impediment: High rental application denial rate in communities of color and those 

with disabilities based on rental selection criteria (criminal background, credit 

history, rental background). 

Recommendations: 

7.1. Provide education for landlords on how to create policies that allow for adapting rental 

criteria for renters with difficult backgrounds through exceptions. Education focused on 

considering exceptions based on length of time since the barrier was created, nature of the 

offense, how to minimize risk, and working with renters that have access to supportive 

services. Also offer education on which type of police calls impact a landlordôs rental 

license. 

 

St. Paul: The Department of Safety and Inspections requires all new Certificate of Occupancy 

holders to attend a ñLandlord 101ò training course, which covers fair housing, tenant screening, 

and landlord/tenant responsibilities, among other modules.  

 

As part of the QAP, projects are required to have a Tenant Selection Plan, which addresses criminal 

history. A condition of receiving LIHTC through the St. Paul HRA is developing a criminal 

background screening process that implements 2016 HUD Guidance. In 2020, the City introduced 

a set of tenant protection policies including tenant screening guidelines that address criminal, 

credit, and rental history, as well as limits on the upfront costs of rental housing. 

 

Dakota County: Dakota County provided education to landlords and tenants on rights and 

responsibilities.  

 

Washington County: Washington County provided education for landlords on how to create 

policies that allow for adapting rental criteria for renters with difficult backgrounds through 

exceptions, education focused on considering exceptions based on length of time since the barrier 

was created, nature of the offense, how to minimize risk, and working with renters that have access 

to supportive services, and education on which type of police calls impact a landlordôs rental 

license. 

 

7.2. Provide education for renters, human service professionals, and community 

organizations on rental selection criteria and how to effectively communicate with 

landlords. 

 

Washington County: The County co-produced ECHO Fair Housing Videos: In collaboration with 

cities and counties in the Twin Cities Metro, production ñA good, safe place to live.ò The videos 
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are 5-minute digital shorts in English, Spanish, Somali, Karen, and Hmong to help new Minnesota 

renters understand their rights and responsibilities as tenants. The video provides basic knowledge 

of the laws that protect them, around discrimination, home safety and potentially predatory 

landlords. 

 

Dakota County: The ECHO rental fair housing video ñA Good, Safe Place to Liveò is available on 

the Dakota County CDA website in five languages that include English, Spanish, Hmong, Somali 

and Karen. The Dakota County CDA contributed funding to the creation of the videos and 

continues to market the ECHO rental fair housing video/program. The videos help new 

Minnesotans understand their rights and responsibilities as tenants, Twin Cities PBS (TPT) 

program ñECHOò produced a short video in five languages, covering the basics of tenant and 

landlord rights and obligations. The program ñA Good, Safe Place to Liveò is available in these 

languages: Hmong, Karen, Somali, Spanish and basic English. The program was developed in 

collaboration with more than thirty community and governmental partners, including housing and 

redevelopment authorities and community development agencies from the seven-county metro 

area, as well as legal aid organizations, state housing authorities and others. The program 

premiered statewide on TPTôs Minnesota Channel on April 11, 2016, and is also available on 

DVD, and online at tpt.org/echo. In addition, a curriculum for English Language Learning 

classrooms is in development, allowing adult learners to discover more about housing issues while 

mastering English. Furthermore, ECHO plans to pair its cultural outreach coordinators with 

educators around the state to help communities absorb this important information.  

 

Dakota County Social Services staff provides and distributes tenant and landlord marketing 

materials with a clear message about available assistance to resolve housing crises and prevent 

homelessness. The goal is to have this information provided at lease signing or other interactions 

between landlords and tenants to encourage them to refer tenants to resources instead of resorting 

to eviction. The tenant information is in English, Spanish and Somali. 

 

FHIC: The FHIC funded a project completed by Southern Minnesota Regional Legal Services 

housing discrimination attorneys and staff who partnered with seven local organizations serving 

immigrant communities and conducted nine fair housing trainings with 169 attendees. The 

trainings focused on rentersô rights and responsibilities and fair housing law. The trainings were 

also highly visual. Additionally, even though the trainings were directed toward the clients of the 

agencies, the staff of the agencies also received the same information which allows the staff to 

better assist their clients.  

 

7.3. Encourage police departments to clearly explain the use of police call records in rental 

license programs, including the types of calls (domestic violence and medical emergencies) 

excluded from rental license regulations. 

7.4. Provide fair housing education for Crime Free Multi-Housing program educators and 

local police departments. 

 

Hennepin County:  The County encourages landlords in the non-Minneapolis municipalities to 

change their screening criteria. Many suburban Hennepin County cities have passed tenant 

protection ordinances including Saint Louis Park, Brooklyn Park, Brooklyn Center, and other 
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cities, Hennepin County does not have the jurisdiction to enforce tenant protections without the 

city participation. 

 

Minneapolis: The City adopted an ordinance in 2019 that provide increased tenant protections 

during the screening process. Tenants cannot be denied for misdemeanor convictions older than 

three years, felony convictions older than seven years, and serious offenses older than ten years, 

with some exceptions. The ordinance also prohibits the use of a credit score to deny applicants and 

places a cap on security deposits. In 2018, the City updated its Conduct on Licensed Premises 

Ordinance to change the way properties are classified as ñdisorderlyò to attempt to reduce negative 

consequences on tenants. 

 

Woodbury: The City provides fair housing training to property managers of licensed rental 

properties. 

 

Dakota County: The Dakota County CDA annually hosts a Fair Housing Training with an attorney 

in the Fall. The training is targeted to area landlords and property owners to discuss a variety of 

issues related to rental housing and the Housing Choice Voucher program, as well as fair housing 

and equal access to housing. An attorney specializing in fair housing law presents information to 

ensure that the landlords and property owners receive the most current, accurate information 

regarding fair housing. The Dakota County CDA holds monthly landlord/owner workshops about 

the HCV Program for rental property owners and landlords that provide tools, tips and information 

on requirements and policies. Fair housing information is also included. 

 

Scott County: The Scott County CDA partnered with the University of Minnesota through a 

program called Resilient Communities. Students worked with County staff to develop educational 

programming for both residents and landlords. The CDA also hosts 2-3 landlord workshops a year. 

In response to concerns that landlords donôt want to rent to HCV holders because they do not keep 

their units clean, the U of M students developed a brochure for residents on how to keep their units 

clean. 

 

Carver County: The County has provided annual fair housing training for service providers for the 

last three years. Additionally, 2019 was the beginning of an annual fair housing training for 

landlords operating within the county. 

 

8.   Impediment: Inability to place tenant based rental assistance vouchers for those with 

disabilities, households with children, and households of color, including but not 

limited to Housing Choice Vouchers. 

Recommendations: 

8.1. Market and promote the benefits of accepting tenant based rental assistance to 

landlords and the unique characteristics of programs beyond Housing Choice Vouchers. 

8.2. Assist voucher holders in their housing search by referring them to resources that list 

properties where Housing Choice Vouchers may be accepted. 

 

Washington County: The CDA has a vacancy list in the County that is updated with units that are 

available for rent. It also indicates whether or not that landlord is willing to accept a Housing 

Choice Voucher. On its website, there is a section specifically for resident resources. 
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8.3. Develop and share strategies and best practices about how landlords can have a 

successful experience renting to those with tenant-based rental assistance. 

 

Minneapolis: The City has a pool of landlords that are known for their acceptance of vouchers. 

The City also passed an ordinance barring discrimination against rental assistance recipients, 

including Housing Choice Voucher holders, but enforcement is currently stayed pending a legal 

challenge. The City requires that any housing that receives city assistance accept Housing Choice 

Vouchers. The City requires all projects that receive City assistance to post vacancies on 

HousingLink. 

The City led the creation of the Stable Homes Stable Schools Program, a collaborative effort of 

the City of Minneapolis, the Minneapolis Public Housing Authority, the Minneapolis Public 

Schools and Hennepin County Health and Human Services to provide funding and services for 

families experiencing homelessness or facing the threat of losing their home. Hennepin County 

and the YMCA contribute to the program by providing essential support services to help families 

succeed. The City, together with MPHA, is doing extensive landlord outreach, including direct 

mailings and one-on-one meetings with landlords, to share information about the program to find 

rental units for families. The program has been running for a year and has already assisted hundreds 

of children. 

Bloomington, Metropolitan Council, Hennepin County: These jurisdictions have mobility 

counseling to assist voucher holders in their housing searches. 

 

Dakota County: The Dakota County CDA maintains a list of owners that are willing to lease a unit 

to an eligible HCV family or to help the HCV family find a unit and will provide this list to the 

HCV family as part of the informational briefing packet. The Dakota County CDA holds monthly 

landlord/owner workshops about the HCV Program for rental property owners and landlords that 

provide tools, tips and information on requirements and policies. Fair housing information is also 

included. All Dakota County CDA activities that may affect an ownerôs ability to lease a unit will 

be processed as rapidly as possible, in order to minimize vacancy losses for owners. The CDA 

holds an annual ownersô conference to discuss any program changes and new topics as well as 

provide an opportunity for owners to ask questions, obtain written materials and meet program 

staff. The CDA provides owners with a handbook that explains the program, including HUD and 

CDA policies and procedures, in easy-to-understand language. The CDA gives special attention 

to helping new owners succeed through activities such as:  

Å  The CDA requires first-time owners (or their agents) to participate in a briefing session on 

HAP contract requirements.  

Å  Provides the owner with a designated CDA contact person.  

Å  Provides other written information about how the program operates, including answers to 

frequently asked questions.  

Å  Provides program information as well as frequently used forms on the CDA Website. 

 

Washington County: The CDA offers a landlord handbook that offers strategies and best practices 

about how landlords can have a successful experience renting to those with tenant-based rental 

assistance. 
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8.4 Entitlement jurisdictions shall include in the contract documents of rental housing 

developments funded in whole or in part by public financing language prohibiting property 

owners from rejecting rental applications due to an applicantôs receipt of public assistance. 

 

St. Paul: The City continues to require Small Rental Rehab, 4d and HOME projects to accept 

housing choice vouchers. In addition, the City created the Families First rent supplement program, 

which provides a monthly rent subsidy of $300.00 per month for up to three years. 

 

Dakota County: The Dakota County CDA Housing Finance Policy includes the requirement for 

housing projects financed with private activity bonds, 501(c)(3) bonds, refunding bonds, Low 

Income Housing Tax Credits, Tax Increment Financing and HOPE funds (a local gap financing 

source) to participate in the Section 8 Program (aka HCV). The developer is required to sign an 

agreement that while the bonds/loan/agreement are outstanding, they will not exclude from 

consideration qualified families receiving assistance from the Section 8 program. 

  

9.  Impediment: Development processes in local government can limit construction of 

affordable housing and housing for people with disabilities. 

Recommendations: 

9.1. Encourage practices that maximize local government, HRA, CDA, and/or EDA 

resources that enable housing development for protected classes. 

9.2. Review strategies proposed in Urban Land Institute/Regional Council of Mayorôs 

ñReinvesting in the Region: (Re)Development-Ready Guideò available at 

http://minnesota.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2012/06/ULI-MNReDevelopment-

Ready-Guide-May-2012.pdf  or in HUDôs Regulatory Barriers Clearinghouse: 

http://www.huduser.org/portal/rbc/home.html with local government staff. 

Saint Paul: The City amended it zoning code to increase housing density in high-use transportation 

corridors to increase housing development. The Cityôs amended Zoning Code does not impose 

conditional use permits for supportive housing which is classified as apartments and has 

increasingly allowed for rezoning for increased building heights; requirements for parkland 

dedication as a mechanism to ensure adequate par amenities for all residents are reduced for 

affordable housing developments; Accessory Dwelling units (ADU are now allowed throughout 

the city; and the Sustainable Building Regulations Ordinance establishes sustainable building 

regulations for buildings owned, operated or funded by the City ensuring energy efficiency and 

sustainability and this lower costs for building owners and tenants. 

Additionally, Saint Paulôs affordable housing policies must comply with the American with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) when developing multi-family housing projects with 5 or more units; 

resulting in the creation of more accessibly designed rental housing units. 

 

10.  Impediment: NIMBY-ism with regard to siting and placement of affordable housing. 

Recommendations: 

10.1. Continue to design and manage affordable housing such that it can overcome initial 

community opposition. 

http://minnesota.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2012/06/ULI-MNReDevelopment-Ready-Guide-May-2012.pdf
http://minnesota.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2012/06/ULI-MNReDevelopment-Ready-Guide-May-2012.pdf
http://www.huduser.org/portal/rbc/home.html
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10.2. Analyze how nationwide deconcentration strategies and best practices related to 

housing and transportation impact fair housing protected classes. 

10.3. Review strategies proposed in Urban Land Institute/Regional Council of Mayorôs 

Reinvesting in the Region: (Re)Development-Ready Guide available at 

http://minnesota.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2012/06/ULI-MNReDevelopment-

Ready-Guide-May-2012.pdf  or in HUDôs Regulatory Barriers Clearinghouse: 

http://www.huduser.org/portal/rbc/home.html. 

 

Hennepin County: The County is investing and supporting a communications team in housing to 

spread the word and message that affordable housing is important and essential to our community.  

The Communications team has conducted an educational campaign to inform the public on the 

importance and breaking the stereotypes of affordable housing. 

 

Minneapolis: The City is creating new mechanisms through land use policy and zoning to increase 

housing density, require more affordable units and allow for more housing types throughout the 

city. Minneapolis 2040 and Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and policy are in effect as of January 

1, 2020. Minneapolis 2040 was informed by more than three years of engagement with the people 

of Minneapolis, including over 150 meetings and conversations with thousands of residents, 

business owners and community members. 

The City has taken steps to reduce the cost of developing affordable housing, including zoning text 

code amendment to allow triplexes, parking reductions, and the ADU ordinance.  

Saint Paul: The City amended it zoning code to increase housing density in high-use transportation 

corridors to increase housing development. The Cityôs amended Zoning Code does not impose 

conditional use permits for supportive housing which is classified as apartments and has 

increasingly allowed for rezoning for increased building heights; requirements for parkland 

dedication as a mechanism to ensure adequate par amenities for all residents are reduced for 

affordable housing developments; Accessory Dwelling units (ADU are now allowed throughout 

the city; and the Sustainable Building Regulations Ordinance establishes sustainable building 

regulations for buildings owned, operated or funded by the City ensuring energy efficiency and 

sustainability and this lower costs for building owners and tenants. 

Fair Housing Advisory Committee Recommendations 

 

 Following the conclusion of the formal AI process, several community groups expressed concern 

that the community engagement process did not sufficiently consult communities of color and 

other marginalized groups. As a result, Fair Housing Advisory Committee was formed, and an 

Addendum to the 2014 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice was drafted. The 

impediments identified and the recommendations made to address them include: 

 

Impediment: Access to housing is reduced for some groups. 

Recommendations:  

 Work toward enactment of local source of income protection legislation that specifically 

covering voucher holders. 

http://minnesota.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2012/06/ULI-MNReDevelopment-Ready-Guide-May-2012.pdf
http://minnesota.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2012/06/ULI-MNReDevelopment-Ready-Guide-May-2012.pdf
http://www.huduser.org/portal/rbc/home.html
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 Collect and present local data to elected officials illustrating the need for source of income 

protection; advocate for such local legislation. 

 Based on results of Responsible Banking study from U of M, withhold government 

business from poor-performing financial institutions. 

 Develop partnerships with credit counseling agencies to reach communities of color and 

build a pipeline of potential homebuyers. 

 

 

Plymouth: The City of Plymouth ensures applications for housing program assistance are available 

both online and in hard copy, and advertises for both options through numerous community 

organizations and a variety of mediums. 

 

Woodbury: The City amended its program guidelines across all to require that participants in the 

Woodbury First-Time Homeownership Program obtain pre-purchase counseling. 

 

 Ensure applications for housing program assistance are available online as well as in hard 

copy and that both options are advertised. 

 

Minneapolis: The City eliminated single-family zoning. The City adopted a source of income 

protection ordinance in 2017. It is currently enjoined pending litigation. Pursuant to Title 2, 

Chapter 16 of the Minneapolis Code of Ordinances relating to Administration: Finance as 

amended, the City banking relationships are required to provide information related to home 

mortgage lending and other fair lending activities. This information is gathered through a Financial 

Institution Disclosure Form submitted to the City annually. This form solicits data for the City of 

Minneapolis, by census tract, and provides the information required on the mortgage loan 

disclosure statement pursuant to the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, 12 U.S. C. Section 2801 et 

seq. and laws amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto (ñHMDAò), for the previous fiscal 

year. 

Proposers for our recent banking services RFP were required to complete the Financial Institution 

Disclosure Form and this information was taken into consideration during the evaluation process. 

The City is working with our current depository and winner of the recent Banking RFP to enhance 

housing affordability by reducing the cost burden of housing and increasing access to safe, 

affordable places to live, including transitional housing, rentals, and home ownership, with a focus 

on individuals and families historically shut out of the market. 

 At the Cityôs invitation, Wells Fargo is committing to participate, on a best efforts basis, in 2 

informational sessions or small group meetings per year, convened by the City, to discuss its 

affordable housing/mixed income housing lending activity in Minneapolis. Wells Fargo 

participants will share feedback on affordable housing lending in mixed income developments and 

any City loan programs in which Wells Fargo participates. 

ǒ Wells Fargo may also hold its own convenings on issues related to affordable housing, 

which may include participation by nonprofit organizations and affordable housing 

developers. Wells Fargo will invite appropriate City staff/officials to participate in these 

convenings to provide additional partnership and networking opportunities in the areas of 

affordable housing development and financing. 
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ǒ The City of Minneapolis, through its Minneapolis Homes suite of programs, strives to 

reduce income disparities by building the capacity of underrepresented homebuyers, 

homeowners and developers to participate in City programs. Minneapolis Homes provides 

financing for financial wellness, homebuyer education and foreclosure prevention 

counseling. The City provides financial support to the Minnesota Homeownership Center 

to provide services through a network of providers for one-on-one counseling, online 

tutorials and in-person classes in a variety of languages, including Hmong, Spanish, Somali 

and English. 

 

Multiple Jurisdictions: Several communities are in the process of considering mixed land uses to 

allow for more housing development. 

 

Hennepin County: The County has modified its homeowner rehabilitation loan program to be more 

accessible to those of the Muslim faith, moving from an interest-based program, which is banned 

in Islam, to a fee-based program. 

Richfield: The City of Richfield is flexible when it comes to mixed-status households for 

homebuyer assistance programs. 

 

Bloomington: The City of Bloomington operates a ñLearning to Leadò program that is designed 

to help local residents, specifically diverse residents, become more civically engaged. Program 

applications are available in Somali and Spanish. 

 

Dakota County: Through the homebuyer and homeownership resource connection at the Dakota 

County CDA, homeownership counselors assisted potential homebuyers of color and helped 

prepare them for long-term homeownership success.  

 The First Time Homebuyer (FTHB) program offers competitive 30 year fixed first mortgage 

loans, with down payment and closing cost assistance.  

 The Dakota County CDA advertises Homebuyer Education and Counseling services and the 

First Time Homebuyer program on its website.  

 Homebuyer Education and Counseling services at the Dakota County CDA continued to be 

promoted at Dakota County community events and fairs, city offices, libraries, churches, and 

social service agencies.  

 The Dakota County CDA does direct outreach to potential lender and realtor partners within 

Dakota County to make sure the CDA FTHB program is widely available and that industry 

partners are aware of Homebuyer Education and Counseling services.  

 The Dakota County CDA is a member of SPAAR (Saint Paul Area Association of Realtors) 

Diversity Committee and MN Homeownership Alliance. The SPAAR Diversity Committee 

serves as an advocate of fair housing practices and promotes equal opportunities in housing 

and further diversification within the real estate industry to better serve association members 

and their communities.  

 

Annually, the Dakota County CDA mails information on Homebuyer Education and Counseling 

services and the FTHB program to all Dakota County CDA residents within their Workforce 

Housing and Public Housing units. The Dakota County CDA tracks both program demographics 

to ensure they are reaching a diverse clientele that is reflective of Dakota County demographics 

overall. The Dakota County CDA strives to reach deeper into minority and Hispanic households 
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with these programs than the overall County demographics, but presently the Dakota County CDA 

is looking to ensure the programs are at least as representative as the County as a whole. For its 

most recent program year, 47 percent of the clients served by Dakota County CDA housing 

counselors were clients of color. Among all clients served, 44 percent were below the 50 percent 

AMI income threshold. The demographics of the Dakota County CDAôs First Time Homebuyer 

Program have remained in line with overall Dakota County demographics, with 12 percent of 

borrowers representing minority households. The most common barriers preventing housing 

counseling clients from qualifying for a mortgage product are income restraints and credit issues, 

and the Dakota County CDA is actively working with clients, in collaboration with industry 

partners, to provide budget and credit counseling support for clients that need to address these 

barriers to achieve mortgage-readiness. 

 

The Dakota County CDA provided an online option for participants to use when applying for 

HCVs and used the online platform when the HCV waiting list opened in July 2018. It used the 

online application when the Project Based Voucher waiting list opened in April 2018. 

St. Paul: The City of Saint Paul financially supported the Minnesota Homeownership Center 

(Center) which offers individualized financial wellness and home buyer counseling and 

homebuyer education classes (Home Stretch workshops), which included multicultural and 

multilingual homebuyer classes. Homeownership workshops were held in English, Hmong, 

Somali, Karen, and Spanish. The Center also works directly with the African Development Center 

and African Economic Development Solutions to outreach to Somali and Africans new to 

America. 

Additionally, the City of Saint Paul participated with HOCs Home Ownership Alliance (HOA) 

initiative, a collaboration of more than 30 organizations committed to equitable homeownership 

for people of color and lower-income households. The HOA brings together organizations that 

represent a range of communities, including the Neighborhood Development Alliance, and 

NeighborWorks Home Partners and Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity. The HOA leverages these 

partnerships to create paths for underserved communities to achieve equitable, affordable 

homeownership. 

 

Impediment: Fair housing enforcement and education is needed. 

 Recommendations: 

 Code enforcement personnel should be trained to maintain communication and status 

updates with complainants as well as property owners. 

 Develop and deliver a fair housing education and training program for elected officials and 

municipal staff focused on geospatial concepts such as disparate impact and the impact of 

public infrastructure investments on fair housing choice. 

 Organizations offering fair housing education should partner with existing community-

based organizations to deliver information in culturally-appropriate ways to non-English 

speaking communities; education materials should include general information about 

landlord and tenant responsibilities as well. A ñwhat to do if youôre facing evictionò insert 

could be helpful. 
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Hennepin County: The County has taken an active role in engaging the community of North 

Minneapolis and all of the cities along the blue line corridor before breaking ground with the blue 

line light rail. The plan now will have minimal impact or harm in displacing households.  Further 

the County has funded studies from the Center of Urban and Regional Affairs and the Carlson 

School of Management in the University of Minnesota to identify gentrification trends and how to 

limit displacement.  The County also funds with CDBG tenant advocacy in multiple languages 

through HOME Line.  

 

Minneapolis: Minneapolis: The City has adopted a ñRenter Firstò policy that centers renters in 

rental licensing enforcement action, including hiring new tenant navigators to help renters resolve 

problems with building owners and managers. In addition, the City has increased investment to 

provide legal services to renters facing eviction and to represent low-income renters in habitability 

cases. 

The City provides financial support to Legal Aid and HOME Line to provide free legal services 

for low-income renters facing eviction. The City support HOME Lineôs Tenant Hotline offering 

free information and legal advice to Minneapolis residents in English, Spanish, Somali and 

Hmong. In 2018, 3,344 renter households, representing 8,110 Minneapolis renters, contacted 

HOME Lineôs Tenant Hotline, resulting in $378,000 in damage deposits and rent abatements 

recovered or saved and 224 evictions prevented. 

In 2019, the City increased support for tenant services, providing funding to Mid-Minnesota Legal 

Aid and Volunteer Lawyers Network to expand legal representation for renters facing eviction. An 

estimated 320 more renter households will be represented at housing court because of this support.  

 Review LEP plans and update as needed to better serve the needs of people of oral-based 

cultures. 

 Designate an ombudsman to specific immigrant communities to be responsible for 

communication regarding available housing programs and needs. 

 Explore partnerships to disseminate fair housing information and resources to 

undocumented residents through existing organizations. 

 Conduct region-wide fair housing testing specifically in the areas of steering and 

discrimination on the basis of familial status. 

 Commit staff resources to efforts to enhance engagement with communities of color 

regarding available housing programs and needs. Entitlement jurisdictions should be 

intentional regarding their community outreach to open and maintain lines of 

communication within communities of color. Consideration should be given to the 

designation of a specific staff member to facilitate these intentional engagement efforts. 

 

Woodbury: The City has redefined the position of Community Development Coordinator to 

include liaison responsibilities to intentionally build relationships with the local nonprofit and faith 

communities. 

 

Minnetonka: Between 2015 and 2017, Minnetonka spent $3,171 of their allocated CDBG funds 

on a variety of fair housing activities. 
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Washington County: The County co-produced ECHO Fair Housing Videos: In collaboration with 

cities and counties in the Twin Cities Metro, production ñA good, safe place to liveò. The videos 

are 5-minute digital shorts in English, Spanish, Somali, Karen & Hmong to help new Minnesota 

renters understand their rights and responsibilities as tenants. The video provides basic knowledge 

of the laws that protect them, around discrimination, home safety and potentially predatory 

landlords. The Council on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR) Minnesota training to CDA staff 

on Somali and Muslim culture & accommodations.  

 

Dakota County: The ECHO rental fair housing video ñA Good, Safe Place to Liveò is available on 

the Dakota County CDA website in five languages that include English, Spanish, Hmong, Somali 

and Karen. The Dakota County CDA contributed funding to the creation of the videos and 

continues to market the ECHO rental fair housing video/program. The videos help new 

Minnesotans understand their rights and responsibilities as tenants, Twin Cities PBS (TPT) 

program ñECHOò produced a short video in five languages, covering the basics of tenant and 

landlord rights and obligations. The program ñA Good, Safe Place to Liveò is available in these 

languages: Hmong, Karen, Somali, Spanish and basic English. The program was developed in 

collaboration with more than thirty community and governmental partners, including housing and 

redevelopment authorities and community development agencies from the seven-county metro 

area, as well as legal aid organizations, state housing authorities and others. The program 

premiered statewide on TPTôs Minnesota Channel on April 11, 2016, and is also available on 

DVD, and online at tpt.org/echo. In addition, a curriculum for English Language Learning 

classrooms is in development, allowing adult learners to discover more about housing issues while 

mastering English. Furthermore, ECHO plans to pair its cultural outreach coordinators with 

educators around the state to help communities absorb this important information.  

 

Dakota County Social Services staff provides and distributes tenant and landlord marketing 

materials with a clear message about available assistance to resolve housing crises and prevent 

homelessness. The goal is to have this information provided at lease signing or other interactions 

between landlords and tenants to encourage them to refer tenants to resources instead of resorting 

to eviction. The tenant information is in English, Spanish and Somali. 

 

The Dakota County CDA Community and Economic Development Department staff held bi-

monthly meetings with the city Community Development Directors. This group has discussed the 

creation and implementation of local Fair Housing Policies in individual cities. 

 

Saint Paul: The City created the Fair Housing Coordinator position coordinate partnerships with 

community and city departments, including the Departments of Safety and Inspections, Planning 

and Economic Development and Human Rights to expand fair housing education citywide. The 

Department of Safety and Inspections provides Fair Housing Training to all new Certificate of 

Occupancy holders. The Department of Human Rights and Equal Economic Opportunity provides 

Fair Housing trainings and information to community and serves as a resource for City staff. 

 

FHIC: The FHIC funded a project completed by Southern Minnesota Regional Legal Services 

housing discrimination attorneys and staff who partnered with seven local organizations serving 

immigrant communities and conducted nine fair housing trainings with 169 attendees. The 

trainings focused on rentersô rights and responsibilities and fair housing law. The trainings were 
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also highly visual. Additionally, even though the trainings were directed toward the clients of the 

agencies, the staff of the agencies also received the same information which allows the staff to 

better assist their clients.  

 

Impediment: Multifaceted values on neighborhoods and housing. 

Recommendations: 

 Monitor findings related to the Family Housing Fundôs research on pooling vouchers for 

use in high-opportunity areas as well as its voucher mobility research for MPHA and study 

applicability for other PHAs. 

 Monitor the success of Met Councilôs mobility program for strategies that can be adapted 
or duplicated elsewhere. 

 Routinely review PHA subsidy standards and LIHTC QAPs to ensure accommodation of 

units for large, multigenerational families. 

 

Metropolitan Council: The Met Council HRA reviews subsidy standards each year and awards 

additional points for Project Based Voucher units that provide housing for large bedroom sizes - 3 

or more bedrooms. 

 

Minneapolis: The city prioritizes projects with large family units in both the QAP and Affordable 

Housing Trust Fund programs.  

 

St. Paul: To encourage the development of 3+ bedroom units, extra points will be awarded to tax 

credit projects that promote family housing where 25% of more of the units in the project have 

three or more bedrooms.  

 

Impediment: Regulations and policies impact housing development. 

 Recommendations: 

 Adopt zoning code amendments to either (1) have the definition of ñfamilyò more closely 

correlate to neutral maximum occupancy restrictions found in safety and building codes; 

(2) increase the number of unrelated persons who may reside together to better allow for 

nontraditional family types; or (3) create an administrative process that allows for a case-

by-case approach to determining whether a group that does not meet the codeôs definition 

of family or housekeeping unit is nonetheless a functionally equivalent family. 

 Amend zoning maps to rezone large-lot single-family zones to higher density/ lower 

minimum lot area standards and allow for infill development or conversion of large single-

family dwellings to two-family and triplex units to allow more density on the same 

footprint or minimum lot size; consider reducing administrative barriers to PUD and cluster 

development approvals which support affordable housing. 

 Amend zoning codes to reflect more flexible and modern lot design standards such as 

increasing maximum height allowances, increasing minimum density or floor area ratios, 

increasing maximum floor area ratios (FAR), decreasing minimum parcel sizes, and 

decreasing minimum livable floor areas of individual dwelling units. 

 Consider development incentives such as density bonuses and expedited permitting 

processes or fee waivers for voluntary inclusion of affordable units or mandatory set asides 

in cases where local government funding or approvals are provided, should be adopted 

across all jurisdictions to encourage or require mixed-income, affordable units. 
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 Review and update zoning codes as necessary for consistency with the state Planning Act 

regarding manufactured and modular homes. Review conditional permit use criteria and 

inclusionary zoning provisions to ensure they support and encourage this type of alternative 

affordable housing.  

 Consider allowing reductions in off-street parking requirements where there is a showing 

that shared parking, bike parking, or access to public transportation reduces the actual need 

or demand for off-street vehicle parking; consider adopting maximum off-street parking 

restrictions. 

 Consider adoption of an inclusionary zoning ordinance requiring set-asides of affordable 

housing units especially for developments requiring city funding, site location assistance, 

or planning approvals. 

 Analyze zoning codes in areas not covered by this study for fair housing issues. 

 Ranked list of municipalities in QAP should be re-examined for impact on perpetuating 

concentrations of affordable housing; consider whether other measures of affordable 

housing need may be more effective. 

 

Plymouth County: Plymouth HRA staff continues to have discussions with senior leadership 

around the following topics: -Considering development incentives such as density bonuses and 

expedited permitting processes or fee waivers for voluntary inclusion of affordable units or 

mandatory set asides. -Adoption of an inclusionary zoning ordinance requiring set-asides of 

affordable housing units, especially for developments requiring city funding, site location 

assistance, or planning approvals. 

 

St. Paul: The City amended it zoning code to increase housing density in high-use transportation 

corridors to increase housing development. The Cityôs amended Zoning Code does not impose 

conditional use permits for supportive housing which is classified as apartments and has 

increasingly allowed for rezoning for increased building heights; requirements for parkland 

dedication as a mechanism to ensure adequate par amenities for all residents are reduced for 

affordable housing developments; Accessory Dwelling units (ADU are now allowed throughout 

the city; and the Sustainable Building Regulations Ordinance establishes sustainable building 

regulations for buildings owned, operated or funded by the City ensuring energy efficiency and 

sustainability and this lower costs for building owners and tenants. The City Council and Mayorôs 

Office advanced a slate of tenant protection ordinances in March 2020, including: limits on 

security deposits, tenant screening guidelines, advance notice of sale, just cause notice and rights 

and rights and responsibilities information. This package is currently awaiting public hearing 

before moving to a vote. 

 

Washington County: In 2017, Washington County eliminated priority based on location in the 

Qualified Allocation Plan. 

 

 Update tenant screening policies related to criminal background based on revised HUD 

guidance issued in 2016. 

 

Minneapolis: Minneapolis adopted a new occupancy ordinance in December of 2019. The previous 

ordinance restricted family to those who are related by blood or legally (adoption, marriage, 

domestic partnership). This ordinance also eliminates the maximum occupancy requirements in 
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each zoning district. The new ordinance removes these restrictions on the definition of family. 

Also in 2019, Minneapolis eliminated single-family zoning to allow for more density and more 

construction of affordable housing units. Minneapolis has also decreased off-street parking limits 

citywide.The Minneapolis City Council adopted a permanent, comprehensive Inclusionary Zoning 

policy in December 2019 that is now in effect. The policy applies to all new housing development 

projects in the City with 20 or more units. It will phase in over time for smaller projects (20-49 

units) and ownership projects (condos). Developers must include affordable units in their projects 

or choose a compliance alternative, such as paying an in-lieu fee or producing affordable units off-

site. The City is encouraging innovation to increase housing supply and diversity in other ways. In 

2019, the City Council approved changes to the zoning code to allow for the development of 

intentional communities and cluster developments to provide more housing options for residents 

experiencing housing instability. 

The City adopted an ordinance in 2019 that provide increased tenant protections during the 

screening process. Tenants cannot be denied for misdemeanor convictions older than three years, 

felony convictions older than seven years, and serious offenses older than ten years, with some 

exceptions. The ordinance also prohibits the use of a credit score to deny applicants and places a 

cap on security deposits. 

Metropolitan Council: Met Council HRA reviewed and revised selection procedures with a goal 

of screening families in rather than out. 

 

 Remove or amend residency preferences to better advance regional fair housing choice. 

 

Impediment: Displacement causes a loss of affordable housing. 

Recommendations: 

 Work toward and advocate local adoption of just cause eviction ordinances. 

 Monitor state legislation regarding right of first refusal statutes and develop program to 

implement locally as appropriate. 

 Continue research into gentrification and loss of affordable housing to identify areas where 

it may be occurring. 

 Research available property tax abatement programs and market them to homeowners in 

areas of increasing displacement. 

 Convene dialogue between code enforcement, child welfare agencies, and housing 

rehabilitation programs to discuss linkages that would provide assistance to tenants living 

in substandard conditions. 

 

Hennepin County: The County has funded studies from the Center of Urban and Regional Affairs 

and the Carlson School of Management in the University of Minnesota to identify gentrification 

trends and how to limit displacement. The County is allowing 4D development and has helped 

support affordable housing development throughout the county.  The County works with the 

Minneapolis Public Housing Authority to continue and grow the Family Unification Program to 

ensure that families are not separated on the basis of housing and they have access to housing 

vouchers. 

 

Minneapolis: The City is undertaking a number of anti-displacement strategies, including NOAH 

preservation, tenant protections and researching new policies that may prevent displacement, such 
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as a tenant opportunity to purchase ordinance. The City of Minneapolis adopted tenant protection 

ordinances in 2018 and 2019, including: Advance Notice of Sale and Post-Sale Tenant Protections, 

and a tenant screening ordinance. The City has invested in NOAH preservation efforts, including 

a NOAH preservation fund, Small and Medium Multi-Family Loan Program and 4d Affordable 

Housing Incentive Fund. All of this work is informed by the University of Minnesota Center for 

Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA) study on gentrification. The City participated in the Anti-

Displacement Policy Network cohort, along with St. Paul, through PolicyLink. 

 

Plymouth County:  Plymouth HRA staff has discussed a variety of displacement-based topics with 

senior leadership, including just cause eviction ordinances. Staff has also convened dialogues 

between code enforcement staff, child welfare agencies, and housing rehabilitation programs to 

discuss potential linkages. 

 

Scott County: The CDA partnered with the U of M to create a uniform inspection checklist to be 

provided to both landlords and tenants ahead of the County inspections. 

 

St. Paul: The Office of Financial Empowerment focused on addressing the need for tenant 

protections in 2019 through community engagement and are looking to move a slate of tenant 

protections ordinances forward in early 2020 including: Specifically, Advance Notice of Sale and 

Just Cause Notice 

 

The City launched a rent supplement program in partnership with 7 Saint Paul Public Schools to 

provide a monthly rent subsidy to families with young children at risk of displacement called 

Families first. The Families First Housing Pilot provides Saint Paul families a $300.00 monthly 

rent subsidy and ongoing supportive services for up to three years. 

 

Saint Paul implemented 4d tax incentive to preserve affordable housing units. The 4(d) Affordable 

Housing Incentive Program offers rental property owners a tax rate reduction and limited grant 

assistance for units that remain affordable for ten years. The 2020 guidelines expand coverage to 

single family home rentals. 

 

City staff and elected officials participated in the Anti Displacement Policy Network Cohort 

through PolicyLink. Minneapolis and St. Paul jointly formed a team to participate in this network 

to learn about policies other cities around the country are pursuing to combat displacement and to 

advance anti-displacement policies here in the Twin Cities. 

 

FHIC: The Housing Justice Center (HJC) was awarded funds from the FHIC in program year 

2017. HJC researched and identified strategies to minimize and mitigate resident displacement 

from affordable housing. A final report, Local Strategies for Housing Choice and Stability, has 

been completed and has been distributed and discussed around the area during program year 2018. 

 

Impediment: Distribution of affordable housing. 

 Recommendations: 

 Increase funding for affordable housing; work with marketing firm to develop a campaign 

that raises awareness among the public about housing affordability and connects the issue 
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to education, jobs, and other infrastructure. Campaign should build political will, counter 

NIMBYism, and include an appeal to philanthropies for funding. 

 Support NOAH Fund, publish success stories, market to susceptible property owners, 

increase capitalization and funding sources. 

 Develop and implement an ongoing campaign to encourage more landlords to accept 

HCVs, especially in suburban communities. 

 

Metropolitan Council: The Met Council hired an outreach coordinator whose primary focus is 

landlord engagement and recruitment, fostering landlord/tenant relationships, and assisting with 

housing searches. In conjunction with the MN Multi-Housing Association, the two groups have 

built connections with local landlords and hold regular briefings and workshops to educate 

landlords about the Section 8 program. 

 Require comprehensive plans to describe how they plan to meet affordable housing need, 

not just guide the land for it. 

 Maintain local LIHTC database as a tool for studying trends over time in the development 

of tax credit projects. 

 Analyze the MN Challenge recommendations related to reducing the cost of affordable 

housing for feasibility at the local level; implement as appropriate. 

 In areas where 4% credits have become competitive, attach additional criteria to review 

processes to better direct projects toward strategic ends (i.e. preservation focus or location 

of new units in areas of opportunity). 

 Prioritize rehabilitation and preservation of existing affordable housing in areas where 

displacement is known to be occurring. 

 

Plymouth:  Since 2015, Plymouth has provided 35 home rehabilitation loans and 11 emergency 

repair grants to income-eligible households that have helped residents remain in their home. City 

staff has also continued to engage in outreach efforts with landlords to expand acceptance of 

HCVs, especially for those multifamily housing properties using public funds. Finally, staff 

monitors for compliance on at least an annual basis. 

 

Washington County:  Through its owner-occupied rehabilitation loan program Washington County 

has issued 73 loans to homeowners at or below 80% area median income since 2012. Washington 

County is also a loan administrator for MN Housing's rehabilitation and emergency loan programs. 

 

Woodbury: The Woodbury HRA combined two existing loan programs in to the new 

Neighborhood Reinvestment Fund, which provides for greater access to capital for rehabilitation 

of owner-occupied housing stock in the community with income maximums indexed to 125% of 

the Woodbury median household income. 

 

Dakota County: Since 2015, Dakota County has provided home rehabilitation loans to 296 

households. The Dakota County CDA holds monthly landlord/owner workshops about the HCV 

Program for rental property owners and landlords that provide tools, tips and information on 

requirements and policies. Fair housing information is also included. All Dakota County CDA 

activities that may affect an ownerôs ability to lease a unit will be processed as rapidly as possible, 

in order to minimize vacancy losses for owners. The CDA holds an annual ownersô conference to 

discuss any program changes and new topics as well as provide an opportunity for owners to ask 
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questions, obtain written materials and meet program staff. The CDA provides owners with a 

handbook that explains the program, including HUD and CDA policies and procedures, in easy-

to-understand language. The CDA gives special attention to helping new owners succeed through 

activities such as:  

Å  The CDA requires first-time owners (or their agents) to participate in a briefing session on 

HAP contract requirements.  

Å  Provides the owner with a designated CDA contact person.  

Å  Provides other written information about how the program operates, including answers to 

frequently asked questions.  

Å  Provides program information as well as frequently used forms on the CDA Website. 

 

The Dakota County CDA Housing Finance Policy includes the requirement for housing projects 

financed with private activity bonds, 501(c)(3) bonds, refunding bonds, Low Income Housing Tax 

Credits, Tax Increment Financing and HOPE funds (a local gap financing source) to participate in 

the Section 8 Program (aka HCV). The developer is required to sign an agreement that while the 

bonds/loan/agreement are outstanding, they will not exclude from consideration qualified families 

receiving assistance from the Section 8 program. 

 

Hennepin County: The County invested the first $2 million in the regional NOAH fund.  Moreover, 

the County has invested another $2 million for the supportive housing program. Additionally, the 

County has worked to fund the Exodus II project to house homeless individuals in a service 

accessible area of downtown Minneapolis.  AHIF, HOME and CDBG has invested in various 

affordable rentals at all ranges of AMI affordability throughout the County. Since 2015, Hennepin 

County has provided over 90 home rehabilitation loans to low or moderate- income households. 

Minneapolis: The City has long invested in the production and preservation of affordable rental 

housing with subsidies that have income and long-term affordability requirements. Increased City 

investment in affordable rental housing is setting records for new production and expanding our 

ability to serve the lowest income City residents. The Affordable Housing Trust Fund is one of the 

Cityôs primary tools to preserve and produce new affordable rental housing. The AHTF provides 

financing to help close the gap between the cost of decent, safe housing and the amount of rent 

that low-income residents can afford. In 2019, the City invested an historic $20 million in the 

Affordable Housing Trust Fund, which will preserve and produce more than 1,000 units of rental 

housing. 

The City has created three programs to address NOAH preservation. The programs include tools 

for preservation buyers to purchase NOAH properties and incentives for existing owners to 

maintain affordable rents. 

ǒ NOAH Preservation Fund: Launched in 2017, this program helps nonprofit housing 

providers acquire larger NOAH properties or portfolios of typically 75 or more units to 

preserve affordability, address housing quality improvement needs, and prevent 

displacement. 

ǒ Small and Medium Multifamily Loan Program (SMMF): A partnership between the City, 

the Land Bank Twin Cities, Inc. and Twin Cities Local Initiatives Support Corporation 

(LISC), this program acquires small to medium-size multifamily buildings with 2ï49 units 

in need of housing quality improvements. The Land Bank acquires properties with funding 



37 

 

from both the City and LISC, makes housing quality improvements, stabilizes the property 

operations and develops a long-term disposition strategy. Program guidelines prioritize 

disposition to support community-based ownership, including sales to community-based 

nonprofit organizations, housing providers with historic ties to the neighborhood and/or 

tenant cooperatives. The SMMF was launched in mid-2018 and its guidelines were revised 

in May 2019. 

ǒ 4d Affordable Housing Incentive Program: The City created this program to offer a lower 

property tax rate to owners of NOAH properties if they agree to maintain affordable rents 

for 10 years and to reserve all vacancies throughout the 10-year period for low- and 

moderate-income households. Owners of unsubsidized multifamily properties with two or 

more units are eligible to apply, as long as at least 20% of the propertyôs rental units are 

affordable to households making 60% of the area median income(AMI). Participating 

property owners agree to limit annual rent increases affecting tenants to 6% or lower per 

year. In addition to reduced property taxes, participating property owners are eligible for 

free or low-cost energy assessments and City cost sharing for solar energy installations and 

energy efficiency improvements. 

Eden Prairie: From 2015-2017, the City provided 28 home rehabilitation loans. 

 

Minnetonka: The City provided 47 home rehabilitation loans from 2015-2017. 

 

Saint Paul: The City Council passed resolution 18-1204, calling for action to create and preserve 

housing that is affordable at all income levels; address racial, social and economic disparities in 

housing; create infrastructure needed to stabilize housing; fund an Affordable Housing Trust Fund; 

and continue to fund down payment assistance for first-time homebuyers. This resolution is a 

public acknowledgement that housing, especially affordable housing, is a priority for the city. The 

2040 Comprehensive Plan also supports affordable housing development. Policy H-32 states 

ñContinue to use City/HRA resources to support affordable rental housing citywide with at least 

30 percent of the total rental units (both market-rate and affordable) financially assisted by the 

City/HRA being affordable to households earning 60 percent or less of AMI with at least: 10% of 

all units being affordable to households earning 30% of AMI; 10% of all units being affordable to 

households earning 50% of AMI; and 10% of all units being affordable to households earning 60% 

of AMI.  

 

The City also implemented 4d tax incentive to preserve affordable housing units. The 4(d) 

Affordable Housing Incentive Program offers rental property owners a tax rate reduction and 

limited grant assistance for units that remain affordable for ten years. The 2020 guidelines expand 

coverage to single-family home rentals.  

 

Impediment: Segregation & disparate access to opportunity.  

 Recommendations: 

 Met Council should develop the capacity to resource local government staff for fair housing 

planning. 

 Integrate Met Councilôs housing performance scores into county CDBG subrecipient 
funding processes; study feasibility of integrating scores into prioritization of park and 

library funding 
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Impediment: Concentrated poverty requires place-based investment. 

 Recommendations:  

 Explore options for amplifying community voices in local planning decisions. Plan to 

include non-English speakers, and those of oral traditions. 

 Consolidated Plans should be place-based, focusing available funding on improving 

opportunity in high-poverty areas. 

 Review capital improvement planning models to ensure process is guided by data on 

concentrated poverty and areas of low opportunity. 

 Maintain data on the racial and ethnic composition of local elected and appointed boards 

and commissions. 

 

Hennepin County: During the Five-Year Consolidated Planning period for 2020 to 2025 Hennepin 

County utilized technology to engage communities through an internet-based survey that was 

accessible in multiple languages. There have been several community meetings that took place in 

several cities in the county. The planning process has been the most involved process Hennepin 

County has ever taken in gathering community input.  Hennepin County has also prioritized the 

survey respondents who were people of color or indigenous and those of low to moderate income.  

The County isolated those responses and weighted them heavily compared to the general 

population. Also, now the County has the most diverse County Board in its 150 + year history.  

 

Minneapolis: As part of the Minneapolis2040 Consolidated Planning process, the City has 

developed extensive community engagement strategies to ensure that a variety of voices are heard. 

The steps taken included providing childcare, ADA accessibility, offering a variety of times, 

methods and locations of engagement, and offering translation of materials and presentations in a 

variety of languages. The City of Minneapolis created a new Advisory Committee on Housing to 

advise the Mayor, Council and City departments on matters related to housing policy. In addition, 

the City Council adopted a Strategic and Racial Equity Action Plan that identifies a goal of 

Improving the capacity of appointed boards and commissions (ABCs) to advance the City's racial 

equity work.  

 

FHIC: For program year 2018 the FHIC awarded Equity In Place (EIP) funds to incorporate and 

support the recommendations from the AI Addendum. EIP performed work in the suburban 

jurisdictions to engage underrepresented racial, ethnic, and other protected class communities 

around the following activities to incorporate and support the recommendations from the AI 

Addendum (Goal 7): 

 Educated individuals on their fair housing rights; 

 Explained how government processes impact them and how to be a part of these decision-

making processes to further fair housing; 

 Worked with underrepresented protected classes to identify strategies to address the fair 

housing challenges they face; 

 Connected community members with decision-makers to further fair housing in the 

jurisdiction; and 

 Worked with fellow grantees around shared fair housing issues. 

 

Discuss how you have been successful in achieving past goals, and/or how you have fallen short 

of achieving those goals (including potentially harmful unintended consequences). 
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Hennepin County: Despite the fact that many of these issues addressed feel so large and difficult 

to solve given the limited local budget, there has been a lot of progress in advancing the importance 

of affordable housing. Hennepin County has taken a proactive role in prioritizing affordable 

housing and fair housing. The unintended consequences of the recovery is that many of the folks 

living in Minneapolis proper are being priced out and pushed out of their homes and moving to 

the suburban Hennepin county and this is reflected in the data presented in the CURA displacement 

study. The County has invested a substantial amount of funds for low- to moderate-income 

homeowners through homeowner rehab however this has primarily served white households since 

white families are much more likely to own their own home. The County will start revising our 

rehab program to be more intentional with its funds.  

 

Minneapolis: The City of Minneapolis has undertaken significant activity around affordable and 

fair housing goals. The City has adopted or is working on ordinances identified in the previous set 

of recommendations, including but not limited to: a local source of income protection (currently 

enjoined pending litigation), changing the definition of ñfamilyò in the zoning code, changed the 

code to allow Accessory Dwelling Units and adopting a permanent inclusionary zoning policy. 

The City has significantly increased funding for affordable housing development, including 

preservation of naturally occurring affordable housing and new production for households earning 

less than 50% of Area Median Income. The City prioritizes projects with large family units in both 

its QAP and Affordable Housing Trust Fund program. The City has adopted a ñRenter Firstò policy 

that centers renters in rental licensing enforcement action, including hiring new tenant navigators 

to help renters resolve problems with building owners and managers. In addition, the City has 

increased investment to provide legal services to renters facing eviction and to represent low-

income renters in habitability cases. The City has used its Consolidated Plan resources to 

implement place-based strategies with Promise Zone and Opportunity Zone marketing and 

investments, employment and business programming focused on geographies requiring 

intervention, and local policies tying localized infrastructure improvements with community and 

economic development goals. The City has taken steps to reduce the cost of developing affordable 

housing, including zoning text code amendment to allow triplexes, parking reductions, and the 

ADU ordinance. The City is undertaking other anti-displacement strategies, including NOAH 

preservation, tenant protections and researching new policies that may prevent displacement, such 

as a tenant opportunity to purchase ordinance.  

 

Saint Paul: The City remains committed to advancing fair housing with an emphasis on racial 

equity and economic justice through collaborations with the community, city departments, and 

elected officials. In 2018, the City created and funded its Housing Trust Fund, with a total 

investment of $16,000,000.00. The objectives for St. Paulôs housing trust fund strategy are as 

follows: 

¶ Meet the needs of those with the lowest incomes by increasing supply. The lowest 

income residents in St. Paul are the most cost-burdened and have the fewest existing 

housing options. 

¶ Invest in low and moderate-income residents by investing in the existing supply. 

Maintaining the housing options that are already serving low and moderate-income 

families will ensure the City does not lose ground on increasing the supply, and will 

prevent displacement. 
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¶ Explore innovative approaches to meeting housing needs. Piloting programs and options 

to produce affordable opportunities more efficiently will allow more residents to be 

served. 

¶ Build wealth for residents and communities. Targeting housing investments in ways that 

increase affordability and the resources available to low-income residents and 

communities. 

¶ Promote fair access to housing for all of us. Expanding tenant protections, landlord 

training, and coordination among City departments to ensure fair access to housing and 

displacement prevention. 

In 2019, the City formed a new Office of Financial Empowerment (OFE), including a full-time 

Fair Housing Coordinator position who works with several city departments and residents as well 

as with the regional Fair Housing Implementation Committee to establish policies, regulations, 

and programs to proactively ensure that Saint Paul residents do not experience housing 

discrimination and to affirmatively further fair housing. The Office of Financial Empowerment 

developed a framework for the Fair Housing strategy with overarching goals of decreasing housing 

displacement, increasing housing access and focusing on Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing. 

To achieve these goals, the citywide fair housing strategy will align community and department 

work in four core areas: Preservation and Production, Education and Engagement, Enforcement 

and Compliance and Tenant Protections. In 2019, OFE focused on Tenant Protections, hosting a 

series of community engagement events to identify strategies and policy priorities. In 2020, the 

City will introduce S.A.F.E. Housing St. Paul, a suite of tenant protections policies geared at 

ensuring stable, accessible, fair and equitable housing opportunities for all. 

Additionally, the City is working toward decreasing displacement, increasing access and 

affirmatively furthering fair housing through several strategies, including:  

¶ Increased Tenant Protections 

¶ 4D Tax Incentive 

¶ Down Payment Assistance 

¶ Rent Supplement Pilot (Families First) 

¶ Inclusionary Zoning Study 

¶ Definition of ñfamilyò Study 

¶ Community Land trust Pilot 

¶ Returning Home Saint Paul Pilot (Access fund and services for persons with criminal 

history) 

¶ Neighbors Helping Neighbors (a VISTA led volunteer initiative to aid low income 

residents with minor water leaks and nuisance abatement that can cause housing instability 

through fees and excess costs) 

 

Washington County: Washington County and Washington County CDA have worked together to 

achieve fair housing goals and continue to collaborate on projects that affirmatively further fair 

housing and expand the available, accessible and affordable housing supply. Strides have been 

made to address the impediments found in the 2014 Analysis of Impediments and the Addendum 

recommendations. Washington County and the CDA will continue to collaborate with developers, 
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landlords, elected officials, educators, businesses and citizens in the effort to incorporate AFFH 

practices. 

 

Dakota County: The Dakota County CDA has worked hard to make the Housing Choice Voucher 

program more accessible to those in need of housing assistance as well improving 

landlord/property owner outreach and education. The Dakota County CDA also strives to reach 

deeper into minority and Hispanic households with their homebuyer programs than the overall 

County demographics, but presently the Dakota County CDA is looking to ensure their homebuyer 

programs are at least as representative as the County as a whole. 

 

b. Discuss any additional policies, actions, or steps that you could take to achieve past goals, 

or mitigate the problems you have experienced.  

Hennepin County: The County is reorienting its priorities to support new home ownership for 

families of color. Additionally, the County plans to take action investing in informing tenants 

and renters of their rights and responsibilities. Considering the next five years it will be 

important for the County to identify goals that are achievable and can be measured.  In this way, 

the County can fully identify steps to address these issues in a practical and strategic manner.  

 

c. Discuss how the experience of program participant(s) with past goals has influenced the 

selection of current goals. 

 

Several of the jurisdiction have made extensive changes to local policies that address the 

impediments identified in the 2014 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. The goals 

included in this current Analysis of Impediments were selected based on areas that were not fully 

executed form the 2014 AI, areas that were not explicitly covered in the 2014 AI, and areas where 

significant improvement can still be made by jurisdictions in addressing local impediments. 
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V. Fair Housing Analysis 

 

A. Demographic Summary 

 

This Demographic Summary provides an overview of data concerning race and ethnicity, sex, 

familial status, disability status, limited English proficiency, national origin, and age. This data 

reflects the composition of the Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area and the 

counties and entitlement jurisdictions within it. 

 

1. Describe demographic patterns in the jurisdiction and region, and describe trends over 

time (since 1990). 

 

The Twin Cities Region is located in southeastern Minnesota. The Region has an overwhelmingly 

white population, with small but growing minority group and immigrant group populations.  

 

Table 1.1: Demographics, Anoka County 
  

Anoka County 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  285,056  82.66% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  18,860  5.47% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  14,597  4.23% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

               33,457  9.70% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  1,852  0.54% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  9,327  2.70% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  426  0.12% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  Mexico 3,155 11.51% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin India 1,530 5.58% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Ethiopia 1,470 5.36% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Liberia 1,409 5.14% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Vietnam 1,330 4.85% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin Somalia 1,250 4.56% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Laos 1,237 4.51% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 

1,057 

3.86% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Korea 852 3.11% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

796 

2.90% 

Korea 11,236 3.07% 
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#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

3,927 1.24% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

1,579 0.50% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language Hmong 1,158 0.37% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Vietnamese 1,146 0.36% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Russian 778 0.25% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Arabic 675 0.21% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language Chinese 499 0.16% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language 

Serbo-

Croatian 

464 0.15% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Other Slavic 

languages 

335 0.11% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

French (incl. 

Patois, 

Cajun) 

281 0.09% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 11,250 3.3% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 5,083 1.5% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 13,454 4.2% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 13,471 4.2% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 5,850 1.8% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 10,674 4.1% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  172,482  50.01% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  172,379  49.99% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            83,721  24.28% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64          218,023  63.22% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            43,117  12.50% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 40,383 32.03% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Table 1.2: Demographic Trends, Anoka County 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 235464 96.56 276736 92.77 282,083 85.22% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  1228 0.5 6110 2.05 17,529 5.30% 

Hispanic 2232 0.92 4943 1.66 12,025 3.63% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
2843 1.17 6197 2.08 

15,013 4.54% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
1759 0.72 3391 1.14 

3,879 1.17% 
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National Origin              

Foreign-born 4095 1.68 10786 3.62 22,739 6.87% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 2577 1.06 6089 2.04 11,556 3.49% 

Sex             

Male 122032 50.05 149551 50.14 165,414 49.97% 

Female 121778 49.95 148721 49.86 165,608 50.03% 

Age             

Under 18 74576 30.59 88465 29.66 86,069 26.00% 

18-64 155713 63.87 188863 63.32 212,693 64.25% 

65+ 13521 5.55 20944 7.02 32,260 9.75% 

Family Type             

Families with children 37449 57.25 32159 53.07 41,461 47.18% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 

In Anoka County, the majority of residents are white, Non-Hispanic (96.56%), followed by Asian 

Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic (1.17%), Hispanic or Latino (0.92%), Native 

Americans, Non-Hispanic (0.72%), and lastly Black, Non-Hispanic (0.5% ). Between 1990 and 

2010 there was a trending decrease in the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in the county. 

In 1990 the white, Non-Hispanic citizen percentage was 96.56%, however by 2010 that percentage 

declined to 85.22%. As this percentage decreased the percentage of citizens of color in the county 

gradually increased. From 1990 to 2010, the non-white population increased from 0.5% to 5.30% 

for Black, Non-Hispanics, 0.92% to 3.63% for Hispanics, 1.17% to 4.54% for Asian or Pacific 

Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 0.72% to 1.17% for Native American, Non-Hispanics.  

 

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in the state are, from most populous to least populous, 

Mexico, India, Ethiopia, Liberia, Guatemala, the Philippines, Haiti, Jamaica, Germany, Korea, and 

Pakistan. There has been a steady increase of foreign-born citizens in Anoka County, as 

percentages increased from 1.86% in 1990 to 6.87% in 2010. 

 

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Anoka County are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish, African Languages, 

Hmong, Vietnamese, Russian, Arabic, Chinese, Serbo-Croatian, Other Slavic Language, and 

French (including Patois, Cajun).There has been a steady increase of citizens with Limited English 

Proficiency in Anoka County, as percentages increased from 1990 (1.06%) to (6.87%) in 2010. 

 

Disability  

Cognitive difficulties (4.2%) and ambulatory difficulties (4.2%) have the highest rates of incidence 

in this county. After ambulatory and cognitive difficulties, independent living difficulty (4.1%) 

was the most common, followed by hearing (3.3%), self-care (1.8%), and vision difficulties (1.5%) 
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Sex 

In Anoka County, 50.01% of residents are male while 49.95% are female. In 2010, male residents 

became a slight minority as the male population dipped to 49.97%.  

 

Age 

In Anoka County working age adults are the clear majority (63.22%), followed by minors under 

18 (14.50%) and seniors.  

 

Families with Children 

In Anoka County, there are 40,383 families with children, making up more than a quarter percent 

of the population (32.03). However, there has been a decline over time. The percentage of families 

with children in 1990 (57.25%), 2000 (53.07%), and 2010 (47.18%) show a continued decline in 

families with children in this county.  

 

Table 2.1: Demographics, Coon Rapids 
  

Coon Rapids 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  51,722  82.96% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  3,698  5.93% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  2,422  3.89% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

              6,120  9.82% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  159  0.26% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  1,773  2.84% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  49  0.08% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  Liberia 605 10.83% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin Mexico 526 9.42% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

308 

5.51% 

Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Moldova 301 5.39% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Laos 272 4.87% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 

259 

4.64% 

Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Vietnam 236 4.23% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

Iraq 220 

3.94% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Ethiopia 202 3.62% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Canada 194 3.47% Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

502 0.87% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

Chinese 272 0.47% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 
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#3 LEP Language Arabic 257 0.44% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Hmong 220 0.38% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Russian 194 0.34% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language 

Serbo-

Croatian 

178 0.31% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language Vietnamese 111 0.19% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

78 0.13% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Other Indo-

European 

languages 

66 0.11% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

Other Slavic 

languages 

61 0.11% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 2,346 3.8% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 963 1.6% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 2,864 4.9% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 2,821 4.9% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 1,101 1.9% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 2,184 4.5% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  30,202  48.45% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  32,140  51.55% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            13,794  22.13% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64            39,354  63.13% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+              9,194  14.75% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 6,729 28.30% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Race 

In Coon Rapids, the majority of residents are white, Non-Hispanic (82.96%), followed by Asian 

Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic (9.82%), Black, Non-Hispanic (5.93%), Hispanic 

or Latino (3.89%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (2.84%), Native Americans, Non-Hispanic 

(0.26%), and lastly Other, Non-Hispanic (0.08%).  

 

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Coon Rapids are, from most populous to least populous, 

Liberia, Mexico, China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan), Moldova, Laos, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Vietnam, Iraq, Ethiopia, and Canada.  

 

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Coon Rapids are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish or Spanish Creole, 

Chinese, Arabic, Hmong, Russian, Serbo-Croatian, Vietnamese, African Languages, Other Indo-

European Languages, and Other Slavic Language.  
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Disability  

Cognitive difficulties (4.9%) and ambulatory difficulties (4.9%) have the highest rates of incidence 

in Coon Rapids. After ambulatory and cognitive difficulties, independent living difficulty (4.5%) 

was the most common, followed by hearing (3.8%), self-care (1.9%), and vision difficulties 

(1.6%). 

 

Sex 

In Coon Rapids, 48.45% of residents are male, while 51.55% are female.  

 

Age 

In Coon Rapids, working age adults are the clear majority (63.13%), followed by minors under 18 

(22.13%) and seniors (14.75%).  

 

Families with Children 

In Coon Rapids, there are 6,729 families with children, making up more than a quarter percent of 

the population (28.03).  
 

Table 3.1: Demographics, Dakota County 
  

Dakota County 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  330,377  79.68% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  23,183  5.59% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  28,020  6.76% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

               51,203  12.35% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  858  0.21% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  11,533  2.78% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  972  0.23% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  Mexico 6,635 17.12% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin Vietnam 2,859 7.38% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin India 2,461 6.35% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Ethiopia 1,960 5.06% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Somalia 1,749 4.51% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin Philippines 1,402 3.62% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

1,164 

3.00% 

Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

Canada 1,127 

2.91% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Korea 1,096 2.83% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Laos 1,085 2.80% Korea 11,236 3.07% 
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#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

8,080 2.12% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

2,020 0.53% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language Vietnamese 1,680 0.44% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Russian 1,058 0.28% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Chinese 1,057 0.28% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language 

Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

408 0.11% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language Laotian 366 0.10% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language Hmong 357 0.09% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Tagalog 270 0.07% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

French (incl. 

Patois, 

Cajun) 

265 0.07% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 11,500 2.8% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty  4,686 1.1% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 13,749 3.6% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 15,633 4.1% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 6,437 1.7% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 11,718 3.8% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  204,016  49.20% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  210,639  50.80% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18          102,978  24.83% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64          259,443  62.57% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            52,234  12.60% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 52,284 32.93% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 
 

Table 3.2: Demographic Trends, Dakota County 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 276148 95.31 335027 89.96 343,736 82.39% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  3405 1.18 10225 2.75 23,012 5.52% 

Hispanic 4164 1.44 11336 3.04 25,632 6.14% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
4752 1.64 12462 3.35 

21,192 5.08% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
831 0.29 2242 0.6 

2,857 0.68% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 6633 2.29 18999 5.1 32,112 7.70% 
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LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 3723 1.29 10433 2.8 15,522 3.72% 

Sex             

Male 143224 49.44 183991 49.41 204,599 49.04% 

Female 146465 50.56 188415 50.59 212,617 50.96% 

Age             

Under 18 85389 29.48 109847 29.5 108,838 26.09% 

18-64 185553 64.05 234514 62.97 266,410 63.85% 

65+ 18747 6.47 28046 7.53 41,968 10.06% 

Family Type             

Families with children 44209 57.47 42313 56.95 54,542 49.79% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 

In Dakota County, the majority of residents were white, Non-Hispanic (79.68%), followed by 

Asian Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic (12.35%), Hispanic or Latino (6.76%), Black, 

Non-Hispanic (5.59%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (2.78%), Other, Non-Hispanic (0.23%) and 

lastly, Native Americans, Non-Hispanic (0.21%). Between 1990 and 2010, there was a decline in 

the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in the county. In 1990, the white, Non-Hispanic 

citizen percentage was 95.31%, however by 2010 that percentage declined to 82.39%. As this 

percentage decreased, the percentage of citizens of color in the county gradually increased between 

1990 and 2010, from 1.18% to 5.52% for Black, Non-Hispanics, 1.44% to 6.14% for Hispanics, 

1.64% to 5.08% for Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 0.29% to 0.68% for Native 

American, Non-Hispanics. 

  

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Dakota County are, from most populous to least 

populous, Mexico, Vietnam, India, Ethiopia, Somalia, Philippines, China (excluding Hong Kong 

and Taiwan), Canada, Korea, and Laos. There has been a steady increase of foreign born 

individuals in Dakota County, as percentages increased from 1990 (2.29%) to 2010 (7.70%).   

  

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Dakota County are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish or Spanish Creole, 

African Languages, Vietnamese, Russian, Chinese, Mon-Khmer/Cambodian, Laotian, Hmong, 

Tagalog, and French (including Patois, Cajun). There has been a steady increase of residents with 

Limited English Proficiency, as percentages increased from 1990 (1.29%) to (3.72%). 

  

Disability  

Ambulatory difficulties (4.1%) have the highest rates of incidence in Dakota County. After 

ambulatory difficulties, independent living difficulties (3.8%) was the most common, followed by 

cognitive difficulties (3.6%), hearing (2.8%), self-care difficulties (1.7%) and vision difficulties 

(1.1%). 
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Sex 

In Dakota County, 49.20% of residents are male, while 50.80% are female. There has been a 

consistent majority of female residents in Dakota County over time, though percentages since 1990 

(males 49.44%, females 50.56%) have only seen a slight shift in 2010 (males 49.04%, females 

50.96%). 

  

Age 

In Dakota County, working age adults are the clear majority (63.57%), followed by minors under 

18 (24.83%) and seniors (12.60%).  

  

Families with Children 

In Dakota County, there are 52,284 families with children, making up 32.93% percent of the 

population. There has been a slow decline in families with children in the county, as the percentage 

in 1990 (57.47%) slightly decreased in 2000 (56.95%), to then drop in 2010 (49.79%). 
 

Table 4.1: Demographics, Hennepin County 
  

Hennepin County 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  851,532  69.53% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  153,651  12.55% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  84,059  6.86% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

               237,710  19.41% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  6,507  0.53% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  40,454  3.30% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  2,920  0.24% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  Mexico 24,508 14.42% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin India 15,789 9.29% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Somalia 15,541 9.15% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Ethiopia 8,313 4.89% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Liberia 8,285 4.88% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin Laos 7,664 4.51% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Vietnam 6,496 3.82% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

6,495 

3.82% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Korea 5,257 3.09% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Kenya 4,859 2.86% Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

31,674 2.83% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

16,606 1.48% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language Hmong 7,200 0.64% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Vietnamese 5,446 0.49% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 



51 

 

#5 LEP Language 

Chinese 4,187 0.37% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Russian 3,075 0.27% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language 

Other Asian 

languages 

2,778 0.25% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language Laotian 2,078 0.19% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

French (incl. 

Patois, 

Cajun) 

1,374 0.12% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

1,051 0.09% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 34,835 2.9% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty  18,382 1.5% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 50,651 4.5% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 54,144 4.8% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 24,294 2.1% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 43,381 4.6% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  604,629  49.37% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  620,134  50.63% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18          271,450  22.16% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64          794,981  64.91% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+          158,332  12.93% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 131,629 26.37% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Table 4.2: Demographic Trends, Hennepin County 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 418607 94.61 415299 86.39 386,488 75.53% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  8846 2 27875 5.8 56,391 11.02% 

Hispanic 4038 0.91 11404 2.37 26,970 5.27% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
8392 1.9 21660 4.51 

37,189 7.27% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
1863 0.42 3162 0.66 

3,524 0.69% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 14440 3.26 35828 7.45 57,923 11.32% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 7689 1.74 17537 3.65 27,076 5.29% 

Sex             

Male 213337 48.22 234888 48.85 249,297 48.72% 

Female 229096 51.78 245964 51.15 262,386 51.28% 
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Age             

Under 18 108249 24.47 123842 25.75 126,243 24.67% 

18-64 282458 63.84 297709 61.91 321,975 62.92% 

65+ 51725 11.69 59301 12.33 63,465 12.40% 

Family Type             

Families with children 57864 48.06 51841 49.35 62,022 47.16% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 

In Hennepin County, the majority of residents were white, Non-Hispanic (69.53%), followed by 

Asian Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic (19.41%), Black, Non-Hispanic (12.55%), 

Hispanic or Latino (6.86%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (3.30%), Native Americans, Non-

Hispanic (0.53%) and lastly, Other, Non-Hispanic (0.24%). Between 1990 and 2010 there was a 

decrease in the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in the county. In 1990 the white, Non-

Hispanic population percentage was 94.61%, however by 2010 that percentage declined to 

75.53%. As this percentage decreased the percentage of citizens of color in the county gradually 

increased from 2.0% to 11.02% for Black, Non-Hispanics, 0.91% to 5.27% for Hispanics, 1.90% 

to 7.27% for Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 0.42% to 0.69% for Native American, 

Non-Hispanics. 

 

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Hennepin County are, from most populous to least 

populous, Mexico, India, Somalia, Ethiopia, Liberia, Laos, Vietnam, China (excluding Hong Kong 

and Taiwan), Korea, and Kenya. There has been a steady increase of foreign born individuals in 

Hennepin County as percentages increased from 1990 (3.26%) to 2010 (11.32%).   

 

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Hennepin County are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish or Spanish Creole, 

African Languages, Hmong, Vietnamese, Chinese, Russian, Other Asian languages, Laotian, 

French (including Patois, Cajun), and Mon-Khmer/Cambodian. There has been a steady increase 

of individuals with Limited English Proficiency, as percentages increased from 1990 (1.74%) to 

2010 (5.29%). 

 

Disability 

Ambulatory difficulties (4.8%) have the highest rates of incidence in Hennepin County. After 

ambulatory difficulties, independent living difficulties (4.6%) was the most common, followed by 

cognitive difficulties (3.6%), hearing (2.8%), self-care difficulties (1.7%) and vision difficulties 

(1.1%). 

 

Sex 

In Hennepin County, 49.37% of residents are male, while 50.63% are female. There has been a 

consistent majority of female residents in Hennepin County over time. 
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Age 

Working age adults as the clear majority (64.91%), followed by minors under 18 (22.16%) and 

seniors (12.93%).  

 

Families with Children 

In Hennepin County, there are 131,629 families with children, making up 26.37% percent of the 

population. There has been a fluctuation in families with children in Hennepin County, as the 

percentage in 1990 (48.06%) grew in 2000 (49.35%), then decreased in 2010 (47.16%). 
 

Table 5.1: Demographics, Bloomington 
  

Bloomington 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  61,970  72.55% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  7,848  9.19% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  7,484  8.76% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

               15,332  17.95% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  205  0.24% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  2,791  3.27% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  303  0.35% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  Mexico 2,510 23.24% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin Somalia 703 6.51% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Vietnam 648 6.00% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Ethiopia 615 5.69% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin El Salvador 606 5.61% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin India 499 4.62% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Cambodia 417 3.86% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

402 

3.72% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Kenya 387 3.58% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Korea 299 2.77% Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

2,438 3.00% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

Vietnamese 794 0.98% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

733 0.90% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language 

Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

483 0.59% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Chinese 264 0.33% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Arabic 146 0.18% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language Laotian 140 0.17% Russian 6,435 0.20% 
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#8 LEP Language 

French (incl. 

Patois, 

Cajun) 

140 0.17% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Other Asian 

languages 

135 0.17% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language Russian 126 0.16% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 3,108 3.7% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 1,625 1.9% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 3,687 4.6% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty  4,433 5.6% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 1,961 2.5% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 3,469 5.1% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  41,861  49.01% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  43,556  50.99% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            16,569  19.40% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64            52,754  61.76% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            16,094  18.84% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 8,259 22.80% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Table 5.2: Demographic Trends, Bloomington 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 81140 94.1 74007 86.89 63,974 77.18% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  1346 1.56 3432 4.03 7,067 8.53% 

Hispanic 792 0.92 2289 2.69 5,623 6.78% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
2603 3.02 4775 5.61 

5,458 6.58% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
220 0.26 473 0.56 

596 0.72% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 3484 4.04 6593 7.74 8,883 10.72% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 1663 1.93 3547 4.16 4,795 5.78% 

Sex             

Male 41681 48.36 41248 48.41 40,115 48.39% 

Female 44504 51.64 43954 51.59 42,778 51.61% 

Age             

Under 18 18374 21.32 17893 21 16,363 19.74% 

18-64 58984 68.44 53858 63.21 51,312 61.90% 

65+ 8828 10.24 13451 15.79 15,218 18.36% 
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Family Type             

Families with children 10011 42.2 8183 39.86 8,202 37.94% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 

In Bloomington, the majority of residents are white, Non-Hispanic (72.55%), followed by Asian 

Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic  (17.95%), Black, Non-Hispanic (9.19%), Hispanic 

or Latino (8.76%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (3.27%), Other, Non-Hispanic (0.35%). and lastly, 

Native Americans, Non-Hispanic (0.24%). Between 1990 and 2010, there was a large decrease in 

the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in Bloomington. In 1990, the white, Non-Hispanic 

citizen percentage was 94.10%, however by 2010 that percentage declined to 77.18%. As this 

percentage decreased, the percentage of citizens of color in Bloomington gradually increased from 

1.56% to 8.53% for Black, Non-Hispanics, 0.92% to 6.78% for Hispanics, 3.02% to 6.58% for 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 0.26% to 0.72% for Native American, Non-

Hispanics. 

  

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Bloomington are, from most populous to least populous, 

Mexico, Somalia, Vietnam, Ethiopia, El Salvador, India, Cambodia, China (excluding Hong Kong 

and Taiwan), Kenya, Korea. There has been a steady increase of foreign-born individuals in 

Bloomington, as percentages increased between 1990 (4.04%) to 2010 (10.72%).   

  

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Bloomington are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish or Spanish Creole, 

Vietnamese, African Languages, Mon-Khmer/Cambodian, Chinese, Arabic, Laotian, French 

(including Patois, Cajun), Other Asian languages, and Russian. There has been a steady increase 

of individuals with Limited English Proficiency in Bloomington, as percentages increased between 

1990 (1.93%) to 2010 (5.78%). 

  

Disability  

Ambulatory difficulties (5.1%) have the highest rates of incidence in Bloomington. After 

ambulatory difficulties, independent living difficulties (5.1%) was the most common, followed by 

cognitive difficulties (4.6%), hearing difficulties (3.7%), self-care difficulties (2.5%) and vision 

difficulties (1.9%). 

  

Sex 

In Bloomington, 49.01% of residents are male, while 50.99% are female. There has been a 

consistent, though slight, majority of female residents in Bloomington over time. 

  

Age 

Working age adults are the clear majority in Bloomington (61.76%), followed by minors under 18 

(19.40%) and seniors (18.84%). 
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Families with Children 

In Bloomington, there are 8,259 families with children, making up 22.80% percent of the 

population. There has been a continuing decrease in families with children in Bloomington, as the 

percentage in 1990 (42.20%) descends in 2000 (39.86%), and descends further in 2010 (37.94%).  
 

Table 6.1: Demographics, Eden Prairie 
  

Eden Prairie 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  48,783  76.63% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  3,821  6.00% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  2,815  4.42% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

              6,636  10.42% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  149  0.23% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  1,540  2.42% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  52  0.08% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin        India 2,770 29.40%         Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin 

        China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

592 

6.28% 

      India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin         Mexico 572 6.07%       Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin       Somalia 533 5.66%       Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin       Ethiopia 437 4.64%       Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin       Vietnam 349 3.70%       Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin       Korea 301 3.19%       Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

      Canada 261 

2.77% 

        China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin 

        El 

Salvador 

236 

2.51% 

      Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin       Kenya 214 2.27%       Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

   African 

languages 

546 0.93% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

    Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

484 0.83% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language 

  Other Asian 

languages 

380 0.65% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language   Chinese 335 0.57% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

  Vietnamese 298 0.51% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language    Russian 137 0.23% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language 

  Mon-

Khmer, 

Cambodian 

129 0.22% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language   Korean 104 0.18% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 
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#9 LEP Language 

  Hindi 72 0.12% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

  Other Indic 

languages 

43 0.07% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 1,412 2.2% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty  698 1.1% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 1,624 2.7% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 1,769 3.0% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 1,073 1.8% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 1,502 3.1% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  32,004  50.27% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  31,656  49.73% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            15,358  24.13% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64            40,807  64.10% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+              7,495  11.77% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 8,006 31.90% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 
 

Table 6.2: Demographic Trends, Eden Prairie 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 37701 95.89 49228 89.66 48,654 80.03% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  420 1.07 1503 2.74 3,853 6.34% 

Hispanic 269 0.68 860 1.57 1,840 3.03% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
801 2.04 2979 5.43 

6,104 10.04% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
60 0.15 187 0.34 

242 0.40% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 1018 2.59 4866 8.86 8,593 14.13% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 365 0.93 2410 4.39 3,683 6.06% 

Sex             

Male 19256 48.98 27106 49.37 29,468 48.47% 

Female 20055 51.02 27795 50.63 31,329 51.53% 

Age             

Under 18 11491 29.23 17032 31.02 16,065 26.42% 

18-64 26595 67.65 35269 64.24 39,507 64.98% 

65+ 1225 3.12 2600 4.74 5,225 8.59% 

Family Type             
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Families with children 6371 59.23 7415 59.22 8,438 51.09% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 

In Eden Prairie, the majority of residents are white, Non-Hispanic (76.63%), followed by Asian 

Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic (10.42%), Black, Non-Hispanic (6.00%), Hispanic 

or Latino (4.42%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (2.42%), Native Americans, Non-Hispanic 

(0.23%), and lastly, Other, Non-Hispanic (0.08%). Between 1990 and 2010, there was a large 

decrease in the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in Eden Prairie. In 1990, the white, 

Non-Hispanic citizen percentage was 95.89%, however by 2010 that percentage declined to 

80.03%. As this percentage decreased, the percentage of citizens of color in Eden Prairie gradually 

increased, from 1.07% to 6.34% for Black, Non-Hispanics, 0.68% to 3.03% for Hispanics, 2.04% 

to 10.04% for Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 0.15% to 0.40% for Native American, 

Non-Hispanics. 

  

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Eden Prairie are, from most populous to least populous, 

India, China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan), Mexico, Somalia, Ethiopia, Vietnam, Korea, 

Canada, El Salvador, Kenya. There has been a large trend of foreign-born individuals in Eden 

Prairie, as percentages increased between 1990 (2.59%) and 2010 (14.13%).   

  

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Eden Prairie are, from most populous to least populous, African Languages, Spanish or 

Spanish Creole, Other Asian languages, Chinese, Vietnamese, Russian, Mon-Khmer/Cambodian, 

Korean, Hindi, and Other Indic languages. There has been a steady increase of individuals in Eden 

Prairie with Limited English Proficiency as percentages increased between 1990 (0.93%) and 2010 

(6.06%). 

  

Disability  

Independent living difficulties (3.1%) have the highest rates of incidence in Eden Prairie. After 

independent living difficulties, ambulatory difficulties (3.0%) was the most common, followed by 

cognitive difficulties (2.7%), hearing difficulties (2.2%), self-care difficulties (1.8%) and vision 

diff iculties (1.1%). 

  

Sex 

In Eden Prairie, 50.27% of residents are male, while 49.73% are female. There has been a 

fluctuating rate of males and females in Eden Prairie over time as percentages in 1990 (males 

48.98%, females 51.02%) have only shifted slightly in 2010 (males 48.47%, females 51.53%). 

  

Age 

The age distribution in Eden Prairie is distributed with working age adults as the clear majority 

(67.65%), followed by minors under 18 (29.23%) and seniors (3.12%). 
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Families with Children 

In Eden Prairie, there are 8,006 families with children, making up 31.90% percent of the 

population. There has been a continuing increase in families with children in Eden Prairie, despite 

the percentage decrease. The percentage in 1990 (59.23%) slightly descends in 2000 (59.22%), 

and descends further in 2010 (51.09%).  
 

Table 7.1: Demographics, Minneapolis 
  

Minneapolis 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  246,351  59.87% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  76,499  18.59% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  40,147  9.76% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

               116,646  28.35% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  4,293  1.04% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  18,341  4.46% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  964  0.23% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  Mexico 12,084 18.49% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin Somalia 11,974 18.32% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Ethiopia 5,252 8.03% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Ecuador 4,075 6.23% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Laos 2,775 4.25% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin India 2,475 3.79% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Korea 2,339 3.58% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

2,307 

3.53% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Thailand 1,700 2.60% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Canada 1,113 1.70% Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

17,573 4.72% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

10,517 2.83% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language Hmong 4,241 1.14% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Chinese 1,375 0.37% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Vietnamese 782 0.21% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Russian 480 0.13% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language Arabic 476 0.13% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language Laotian 453 0.12% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Korean 421 0.11% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

French (incl. 

Patois, 

Cajun) 

353 0.09% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 



60 

 

Hearing difficulty 10,690 2.6% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 7,338 1.8% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 22,024 5.8% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 20,185 5.3% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 8,480 2.2% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 15,251 4.7% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  208,322  50.63% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  203,130  49.37% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            81,899  19.90% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64          291,835  70.93% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            37,718  9.17% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 36,515 21.22% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 
 

Table 7.2: Demographic Trends, Minneapolis 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 285356 77.45 239071 62.48 230,652 60.29% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  47111 12.79 76661 20.04 77,888 20.36% 

Hispanic 7839 2.13 29164 7.62 40,072 10.47% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
15316 4.16 26015 6.8 

24,446 6.39% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
11748 3.19 9781 2.56 

8,422 2.20% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 22621 6.14 55475 14.5 57,201 14.95% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 13449 3.65 37692 9.86 35,232 9.21% 

Sex             

Male 178547 48.47 191601 50.1 192,421 50.30% 

Female 189840 51.53 190852 49.9 190,157 49.70% 

Age             

Under 18 75818 20.58 86609 22.65 77,203 20.18% 

18-64 245023 66.51 261229 68.3 274,864 71.85% 

65+ 47546 12.91 34615 9.05 30,512 7.98% 

Family Type             

Families with children 36955 47.1 33666 49.87 35,029 48.67% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 
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In Minneapolis, the majority of residents are white, Non-Hispanic (59.87%), followed by Asian 

Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic (28.35%), Black, Non-Hispanic (18.59%), Hispanic 

or Latino (9.76%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (4.46%), Native Americans, Non-Hispanic 

(1.04%), and lastly, Other, Non-Hispanic (0.23%). Between 1990 and 2010, there was a decrease 

in the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in Minneapolis. In 1990, the white, Non-

Hispanic citizen percentage was 77.45%, however by 2010 that percentage declined to 60.29%. 

As this percentage decreased, the percentage of citizens of color in Minneapolis largely increased 

from 12.79% to 20.39% for Black, Non-Hispanics, 2.13% to 10.47% for Hispanics, 4.16% to 

6.39% for Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 3.19% to 2.20% for Native American, 

Non-Hispanics. 

  

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Minneapolis are, from most populous to least populous, 

Mexico, Somalia, Ethiopia, Ecuador, Laos, India, Korea, China (excluding Hong Kong and 

Taiwan), Thailand, Canada. There has been an increase of foreign-born individuals in 

Minneapolis, as percentages increased between 1990 (6.14%) and 2010 (14.95%).   

  

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Minneapolis are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish or Spanish Creole, 

African languages, Hmong, Chinese, Vietnamese, Russian, Arabic, Laotian, Korean, French 

(including Patois, Cajun). There has been a steady trend of individuals in Minneapolis with 

Limited English Proficiency, as percentages increased between 1990 (3.65%) and 2010 (9.21%). 

  

Disability  

Cognitive difficulties (5.8%) have the highest rates of incidence in Minneapolis. After cognitive 

difficulties, ambulatory difficulties (5.3%) was the most common, followed by independent living 

difficulties (4.7%), hearing difficulties (2.6%), self-care difficulties (2.2%) and vision difficulties 

(1.8%). 

  

Sex 

In Minneapolis, 50.63% of residents are male, while 49.37% are female. There has been an 

increasing rate of more males than females in Minneapolis over time as percentages in 1990 (males 

48.47%, females 51.53%) increased in 2010 (males 50.30%, females 49.70%). 

  

Age 

In Minneapolis, working age adults are the clear majority (70.93%), followed by minors under 18 

(19.90%) and seniors (9.17%). 

  

Families with Children 

In Minneapolis, there are 36,515 families with children, making up 21.22% percent of the 

population. There has been a fluctuating rate of families with children in Minneapolis over time. 

The percentage in 1990 (47.10%) ascends in 2000 (49.87%), and descends again in 2010 (48.67%).  
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Table 8.1: Demographics, Minnetonka 
  

Minnetonka 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  44,863  86.11% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  2,218  4.26% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  1,182  2.27% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

              3,400  6.53% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  69  0.13% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  1,301  2.50% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  77  0.15% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  India 906 17.69% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin Russia 471 9.20% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Ukraine 368 7.19% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Vietnam 251 4.90% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Ethiopia 229 4.47% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin Canada 190 3.71% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Korea 188 3.67% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

Mexico 175 

3.42% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 

161 

3.14% 

Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

157 

3.07% 

Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Russian 452 0.93% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

389 0.80% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

282 0.58% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Vietnamese 147 0.30% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Other Asian 

languages 

129 0.26% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Chinese 112 0.23% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language 

French 

Creole 

66 0.14% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language 

Serbo-

Croatian 

63 0.13% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Other Slavic 

languages 

50 0.10% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

49 0.10% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 
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Hearing difficulty 1,455 2.8% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 651 1.3% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 1,687 3.4% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 2,502 5.1% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 1,104 2.3% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 1,771 4.3% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  24,978  47.94% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  27,124  52.06% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            10,382  19.93% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64            31,428  60.32% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            10,292  19.75% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 5,675 24.63% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Table 8.2: Demographic Trends, Minnetonka 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 46531 96.5 48065 93.68 44,081 88.63% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  434 0.9 921 1.8 1,837 3.69% 

Hispanic 385 0.8 655 1.28 1,169 2.35% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
738 1.53 1365 2.66 

1,566 3.15% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
72 0.15 159 0.31 

103 0.21% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 1277 2.65 2942 5.73 3,860 7.76% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 502 1.04 1169 2.28 1,669 3.36% 

Sex             

Male 23475 48.69 24510 47.78 23,633 47.52% 

Female 24739 51.31 26791 52.22 26,101 52.48% 

Age             

Under 18 11670 24.2 12238 23.85 10,349 20.81% 

18-64 31807 65.97 31934 62.25 31,095 62.52% 

65+ 4737 9.82 7130 13.9 8,290 16.67% 

Family Type             

Families with children 6192 46.26 4682 43.99 5,468 40.15% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 
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Race 

In Minnetonka, the majority of residents were white, Non-Hispanic (86.11%), followed by Asian 

Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic (6.53%), Black, Non-Hispanic (4.26%), Two+ 

Races, Non-Hispanic (2.50%), Hispanic or Latino (2.27%), Other, Non-Hispanic (0.15%), and 

lastly Native Americans, Non-Hispanic (0.13%). Between 1990 and 2010, there was a decrease in 

the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in Minnetonka. In 1990, the white, Non-Hispanic 

citizen percentage was 96.50%, however by 2010 that percentage declined to 88.63%. As this 

percentage decreased, the percentage of citizens of color in Minnetonka largely increased from 

0.9% to 3.69% for Black, Non-Hispanics, 0.8% to 2.35% for Hispanics, 1.53% to 3.15% for Asian 

or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 0.15% to 0.21% for Native American, Non-Hispanics. 

  

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Minnetonka are, from most populous to least populous, 

India, Russia, Ukraine, Vietnam, Ethiopia, Vietnam, Ethiopia, Canada, Korea, Mexico, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan). There has been an increase of foreign-

born individuals in Minnetonka, as percentages increased from 1990 (2.65%) to 2010 (7.76%).   

  

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Minnetonka are, from most populous to least populous, Russian, African languages, 

Spanish or Spanish Creole, Vietnamese, Other Asian languages, Chinese, French Creole, Serbo-

Croatian, Other Slavic languages, Mon-Khmer/Cambodian. There has been a slight increase of 

individuals with Limited English Proficiency, as percentages increased from 1990 (1.04%) to 2010 

(3.36%). 

  

Disability  

Ambulatory difficulties (5.1%) have the highest rates of incidence in Minnetonka. After 

ambulatory difficulties, independent living difficulties (4.3%) was the most common, followed by 

cognitive difficulties (3.4%), hearing difficulties (2.8%), self-care difficulties (2.3%) and vision 

difficulties (1.3%). 

  

Sex 

In Minnetonka, 47.94% of residents are male, while 52.06% are female. There has been a 

consistent, though slight, majority of female residents in Minnetonka over time. 

  

Age 

Working age adults are the clear majority in Minnetonka, (60.32%), followed by minors under 18 

(19.93%) and seniors (19.75%). 

  

Families with Children 

In Minnetonka, there are 5,675 families with children, making up 24.63% percent of the 

population. There has been a decreasing rate of families with children in Minnetonka over time. 

The percentage in 1990 (46.26%) deceased in 2000 (43.99%), and decreased further in 2010 

(40.15%).  
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Table 9.1: Demographics, Plymouth 
  

Plymouth 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  59,582  78.13% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  4,283  5.62% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  3,376  4.43% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

              7,659  10.04% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  231  0.30% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  1,857  2.44% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  54  0.07% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  India 2,636 26.54% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

700 

7.05% 

India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Mexico 585 5.89% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Nigeria 497 5.00% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Korea 472 4.75% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin Liberia 360 3.62% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Ukraine 295 2.97% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

Belarus 288 

2.90% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Vietnam 234 2.36% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Russia 223 2.24% Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Chinese 572 0.83% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

406 0.59% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language Russian 400 0.58% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language 

Other Asian 

languages 

307 0.44% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

199 0.29% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language 

Other Slavic 

languages 

120 0.17% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language Hindi 113 0.16% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language Vietnamese 90 0.13% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Other Indic 

languages 

89 0.13% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language Laotian 78 0.11% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

 

Hearing difficulty 1,929 2.6% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 1,047 1.4% 49,528 1.4% 



66 

 

Cognitive difficulty 1,895 2.7% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 2,483 3.5% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 1,089 1.5% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 2,104 3.6% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  37,003  48.52% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  39,255  51.48% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            17,684  23.19% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64            47,385  62.14% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            11,189  14.67% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 9,534 30.88% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Table 9.2: Demographic Trends, Plymouth 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 48335 94.96 59576 90.41 58,259 82.55% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  807 1.59 2040 3.1 4,279 6.06% 

Hispanic 509 1 1077 1.63 2,109 2.99% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
1012 1.99 2754 4.18 

5,440 7.71% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
172 0.34 306 0.46 

357 0.51% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 1330 2.61 4842 7.35 7,531 10.67% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 728 1.43 1833 2.78 2,499 3.54% 

Sex             

Male 25109 49.32 32495 49.32 34,183 48.43% 

Female 25799 50.68 33397 50.68 36,393 51.57% 

Age             

Under 18 13972 27.45 18186 27.6 16,880 23.92% 

18-64 34439 67.65 42709 64.82 45,174 64.01% 

65+ 2496 4.9 4996 7.58 8,523 12.08% 

Family Type             

Families with children 7214 52.97 7161 52.39 8,929 46.41% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 
 

Race 

In Plymouth, the majority of residents were white, Non-Hispanic (78.13%), followed by Asian 

Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic(10.04%), Black, Non-Hispanic (5.62%), Hispanic 

or Latino (4.43%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (2.44%), Native Americans, Non-Hispanic 
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(0.30%), and lastly Other, Non-Hispanic (0.07%). Between 1990 and 2010, there was a decrease 

in the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in Plymouth. In 1990, the white, Non-Hispanic 

citizen percentage was 94.96%, however by 2010 that percentage declined to 82.55%. As this 

percentage decreased, the percentage of citizens of color in Plymouth from 1.59% to 6.06% for 

Black, Non-Hispanics, 1.00% to 2.99% for Hispanics, 1.99% to 7.71% for Asian or Pacific 

Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 0.34% to 0.51% for Native American, Non-Hispanics. 

  

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Plymouth are, from most populous to least populous, 

India, China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan), Mexico, Nigeria, Korea, Liberia, Ukraine, 

Belarus, Vietnam, and Russia. There has been an increase of foreign-born individuals in Plymouth, 

as percentages increased from 1990 (2.61%) to 2010 (10.67%).   

  

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Plymouth are, from most populous to least populous, Chinese, Spanish or Spanish Creole, 

Russian, Other Asian languages, African languages, Other Slavic languages, Hindi, Vietnamese, 

Other Indic languages, and Laotian. There has been a slight increase of individuals with Limited 

English Proficiency in Plymouth, as percentages increased from 1990 (1.43%) to 2010 (3.54%). 

  

Disability  

Independent living difficulties (3.6%) have the highest rates of incidence in Plymouth. After 

independent living difficulties, ambulatory difficulties (3.5%) was the most common, followed by 

cognitive difficulties (2.7%), hearing difficulties (2.6%), self-care difficulties (1.5%) and vision 

difficulties (1.4%). 

  

Sex 

In Plymouth, 48.52% of residents are male, while 51.48% are female. There has been a consistent, 

though slight, majority of female residents in Plymouth over time. 

  

Age 

In Plymouth, working age adults are the clear majority (62.14%), followed by minors under 18 

(23.19%) and seniors (14.67%). 

  

Families with Children 

In Plymouth, there are 9,534 families with children, making up 30.88% percent of the population. 

There has a decreasing rate of families with children in Plymouth over time. The percentage in 

1990 (52.97%) descends in 2000 (52.39%), and descends further in 2010 (46.41%).  
 

 

Table 10.1: Demographics, Ramsey County 
  

Ramsey County 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  339,170  63.06% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  60,445  11.24% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  39,948  7.43% 201,417 5.71% 
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Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

               100,393  18.66% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  2,699  0.50% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  19,396  3.61% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  922  0.17% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  Laos 10,841 12.94% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin Thailand 10,483 12.52% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Mexico 8,201 9.79% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Burma 5,839 6.97% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Ethiopia 4,855 5.80% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin Somalia 3,799 4.54% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Vietnam 3,616 4.32% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

3,274 

3.91% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin India 3,174 3.79% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Korea 1,838 2.19% Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Hmong 14,780 3.02% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

11,698 2.39% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language 

Other Asian 

languages 

6,911 1.41% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

6,266 1.28% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Vietnamese 2,134 0.44% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Chinese 1,908 0.39% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language 

Other Indic 

languages 

890 0.18% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language Arabic 704 0.14% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

490 0.10% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language Russian 487 0.10% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 17,277 3.2% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 9,489 1.8% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 26,808 5.4% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 27,833 5.6% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 12,343 2.5% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 23,053 5.6% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  261,783  48.67% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  276,110  51.33% 1,780,375 50.49% 
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Under 18          125,535  23.34% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64          340,455  63.29% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            71,903  13.37% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 57,343 27.50% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Table 10.2: Demographic Trends, Ramsey County 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 202486 94.67 201118 89.68 181,139 80.88% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  2503 1.17 6309 2.81 11,217 5.01% 

Hispanic 2388 1.12 4261 1.9 9,175 4.10% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
5512 2.58 10459 4.66 

16,617 7.42% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
739 0.35 1542 0.69 

826 0.37% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 7554 3.53 13133 5.86 22,016 9.83% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 3621 1.69 5572 2.48 9,926 4.43% 

Sex             

Male 103401 48.35 107341 47.86 107,474 47.99% 

Female 110442 51.65 116926 52.14 116,489 52.01% 

Age             

Under 18 53484 25.01 54422 24.27 46,994 20.98% 

18-64 138427 64.73 140049 62.45 141,321 63.10% 

65+ 21931 10.26 29795 13.29 35,648 15.92% 

Family Type             

Families with children 28303 48.68 22078 45.89 23,685 40.68% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 

In Ramsey County, the majority of residents are white, Non-Hispanic (63.06%), followed by Asian 

Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic(18.66%), Black, Non-Hispanic (11.24%), Hispanic 

or Latino (7.43%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (3.61%), Native Americans, Non-Hispanic 

(0.50%), and lastly Other, Non-Hispanic (0.17%). Between 1990 and 2010, there was a decrease 

in the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in Ramsey County. In 1990, the white, Non-

Hispanic citizen percentage was 94.67%, however by 2010 that percentage declined to 80.88%. 

As this percentage decreased, the percentage of citizens of color in Ramsey County increased from 

1.17% to 5.01% for Black, Non-Hispanics, 1.12% to 4.10% for Hispanics, 2.58% to 7.42% for 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 0.35% to 0.37% for Native American, Non-

Hispanics. 
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National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Ramsey County are, from most populous to least 

populous, Laos, Thailand, Mexico, Burma, Ethiopia, Somalia, Vietnam, China (excluding Hong 

Kong and Taiwan), India, and Korea. There has been an increase of foreign-born individuals in 

Ramsey County, as percentages increased from 1990 (3.53%) to 2010 (9.83%).   

  

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Ramsey County are, from most populous to least populous, Hmong, Spanish or Spanish 

Creole, Other Asian languages, African languages, Vietnamese, Chinese, Other Indic languages, 

Arabic, Mon-Khmer/Cambodian, and Russian. There has been an increase of individuals moving 

to Ramsey County with Limited English Proficiency, as percentages increased from 1990 (1.69%) 

to 2010 (4.43%). 

  

Disability  

Independent living difficulties (5.6%) and ambulatory difficulties (5.6%) have the highest rates of 

incidence in Ramsey County. After independent living and ambulatory difficulties, cognitive 

difficulties (5.4%) was the most common, followed by hearing difficulties (3.2%), self-care 

difficulties (2.5%) and vision difficulties (1.8%). 

  

Sex 

In Ramsey County, 48.67% of residents are male, while 51.33% are female. There has been a 

consistent, though slight, majority of female residents in Ramsey County over time. 

  

Age 

Working age adults are the clear majority (63.29%), followed by minors under 18 (23.34%) and 

seniors (13.37%). 

  

Families with Children 

In Ramsey County, there are 57,343 families with children, making up 27.50% percent of the 

population. There has been a decreasing rate of families with children in Ramsey County over 

time. The percentage in 1990 (48.68%) decreased in 2000 (45.89%), and decreased again in 2010 

(40.68%).  
 

Table 11.1: Demographics, St. Paul 
  

St. Paul 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  156,681  52.08% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  46,559  15.48% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  29,207  9.71% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

               75,766  25.19% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  1,933  0.64% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  12,011  3.99% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  481  0.16% 6,210 0.18% 
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#1 country of origin        Thailand 9,037 15.41%         Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin       Laos 9,028 15.40%       India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin         Mexico 6,531 11.14%       Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin       Burma 5,194 8.86%       Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin       Ethiopia 3,961 6.75%       Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin       Somalia 3,288 5.61%       Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin       Vietnam 1,874 3.20%       Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

        China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

1,560 

2.66% 

        China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin 

        El 

Salvador 

1,517 

2.59% 

      Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin       India 996 1.70%       Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

  Hmong 12,902 4.74% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

    Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

9,173 3.37% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language 

  Other Asian 

languages 

5,601 2.06% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language 

   African 

languages 

5,040 1.85% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

  Vietnamese 1,399 0.51% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language   Chinese 634 0.23% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language   Arabic 505 0.19% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language    Russian 388 0.14% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

  Mon-

Khmer, 

Cambodian 

344 0.13% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

     French 

(incl. Patois, 

Cajun) 

267 0.10% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 9,127 3.1% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 5,944 2.0% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 16,589 6.0% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 15,452 5.6% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 7,351 2.7% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 12,800 5.8% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  148,641  49.41% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  152,179  50.59% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            76,240  25.34% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64          195,305  64.92% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            29,275  9.73% 448,517 12.7% 
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Families with children 32,661 29.03% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Table 11.2: Demographic Trends, St. Paul 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 218697 80.33 183880 64.04 159,437 55.93% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  19523 7.17 37051 12.9 49,191 17.26% 

Hispanic 11430 4.2 22704 7.91 27,311 9.58% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
18625 6.84 38119 13.27 

44,717 15.69% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
3319 1.22 4294 1.5 

3,839 1.35% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 19894 7.31 41138 14.33 47,543 16.68% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 14551 5.35 31346 10.92 34,450 12.08% 

Sex             

Male 128053 47.04 138420 48.21 139,355 48.88% 

Female 144171 52.96 148723 51.79 145,713 51.12% 

Age             

Under 18 66611 24.47 79883 27.82 71,608 25.12% 

18-64 168082 61.74 177480 61.81 187,872 65.90% 

65+ 37531 13.79 29780 10.37 25,588 8.98% 

Family Type             

Families with children 31555 49.88 27575 53.42 30,744 51.51% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 

In St. Paul, the majority of residents are white, Non-Hispanic (52.08%), followed by Asian 

Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic(25.19%), Black, Non-Hispanic (15.48%), Hispanic 

or Latino (9.71%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (3.99%), Native Americans, Non-Hispanic 

(0.64%), and lastly Other, Non-Hispanic (0.16%). Between 1990 and 2010, there was a large 

decrease in the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in St. Paul. In 1990, the white, Non-

Hispanic citizen percentage was 80.33%, however by 2010 that percentage severely declined to 

55.93%. As this percentage decreased, the percentage of citizens of color in St. Paul increased 

from 7.17% to 17.26% for Black, Non-Hispanics, 4.20% to 9.58% for Hispanics, 6.84% to 15.69% 

for Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 1.22% to 1.35% for Native American, Non-

Hispanics. 

  

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in St. Paul are, from most populous to least populous, 

Thailand, Laos, Mexico, Burma, Ethiopia, Somalia, Vietnam, China (excluding Hong Kong and 
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Taiwan), El Salvador, and India. There has been an increase of foreign-born individuals in St. Paul 

as percentages increased from 1990 (7.31%) to 2010 (16.68%).   

  

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in St. Paul are, from most populous to least populous, Hmong, Spanish or Spanish Creole, 

Other Asian languages, African languages, Vietnamese, Chinese, Arabic, Russian, Mon-

Khmer/Cambodian, French (including Patios, Cajun). There has been a steady increase of 

individuals with Limited English Proficiency, as percentages increased from 1990 (5.35%) to 2010 

(12.08%). 

  

Disability  

Cognitive difficulties (6.0%) have the highest rates of incidence in St. Paul. After cognitive 

difficulties, Independent living difficulties (5.8%) was the most common, followed by ambulatory 

difficulties (5.6%), hearing difficulties (3.1%), self-care difficulties (2.7%) and vision difficulties 

(2.0%). 

  

Sex 

In St. Paul, 49.41% of residents are male, while 50.59% are female. There has been a consistent 

majority of female residents in St. Paul over time. 

  

Age 

In St. Paul, working age adults as the clear majority (64.92%), followed by minors under 18 

(25.34%) and seniors (9.37%). 

  

Families with Children 

In St. Paul, there are 32, 661 families with children, making up 29.03% percent of the population. 

There has been a fluctuating rate of families with children in St. Paul over time. The percentage in 

1990 (49.88%) increased in 2000 (53.42%), and decreased again in 2010 (51.51%).  

 

Table 12.1: Demographics, Washington County 
 

  

Washington County 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  210,116  83.72% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  10,209  4.07% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  9,847  3.92% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

               20,056  7.99% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  835  0.33% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  6,161  2.45% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  232  0.09% 6,210 0.18% 

 

 

#1 country of origin  India 1,920 11.41% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin Mexico 1,320 7.85% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Laos 975 5.79% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 
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#4 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

962 

5.72% 

Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Korea 852 5.06% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin Vietnam 728 4.33% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Canada 675 4.01% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

Ethiopia 634 

3.77% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Thailand 554 3.29% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Somalia 448 2.66% Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

1,964 0.85% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

Hmong 980 0.42% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language Chinese 568 0.25% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Vietnamese 527 0.23% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

505 0.22% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Arabic 199 0.09% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language Tagalog 178 0.08% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language Korean 158 0.07% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

144 0.06% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language Russian 136 0.06% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 7,297 2.9% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 2,761 1.1% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 8,882 3.8% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 8,696 3.7% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 3,889 1.7% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 6,918 3.7% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  124,207  49.49% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  126,772  50.51% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            62,834  25.04% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64          154,842  61.70% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            33,303  13.27% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 31,312 34.03% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Table 12.2: Demographic Trends, Washington County 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 
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White, Non-Hispanic 120019 96.42 143382 93.64 153,607 87.98% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  1221 0.98 3043 1.99 6,207 3.56% 

Hispanic 1517 1.22 2862 1.87 5,771 3.31% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
979 0.79 2443 1.6 

7,337 4.20% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
551 0.44 1118 0.73 

1,502 0.86% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 1957 1.57 3739 2.44 8,237 4.72% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 1395 1.12 2051 1.34 4,058 2.32% 

Sex             

Male 62730 50.4 76737 50.12 87,146 49.91% 

Female 61730 49.6 76375 49.88 87,452 50.09% 

Age             

Under 18 37706 30.3 45653 29.82 44,911 25.72% 

18-64 78325 62.93 95260 62.22 110,099 63.06% 

65+ 8429 6.77 12199 7.97 19,589 11.22% 

Family Type             

Families with children 18869 56.36 15105 53.33 22,091 46.71% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 

In Washington County, the majority of residents are white, Non-Hispanic (83.72%), followed by 

Asian Americans or Pacific Islanders, Non-Hispanic (7.99%), Black, Non-Hispanic (4.07%), 

Hispanic or Latino (3.92%), Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic (2.45%), Native Americans, Non-

Hispanic (0.33%), and lastly Other, Non-Hispanic (0.09%). Between 1990 and 2010, there was a 

large trending decrease in the population of white, Non-Hispanic citizens in Washington County. 

In 1990, the white, Non-Hispanic citizen percentage was 96.42%, however by 2010 that percentage 

declined to 87.98%. As this percentage decreased, the percentage of citizens of color in 

Washington County increased from 0.98% to 3.56% for Black, Non-Hispanics, 1.22% to 3.31% 

for Hispanics, 0.79% to 4.20% for Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanics, and 0.44% to 0.86% 

for Native American, Non-Hispanics. 

  

National Origin  

The ten most common national origins in Washington County are, from most populous to least 

populous, India, Mexico, Laos, China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan), Korea, Vietnam, 

Canada, Ethiopia, Thailand, Somalia. There has been an increase of foreign-born individuals in 

Washington County, as percentages increased from 1990 (1.57%) to 2010 (4.72%).   

  

LEP 

The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) in Washington County are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish or Spanish 

Creole, Hmong, Chinese, Vietnamese, African languages, Arabic, Tagalog, Korean, Mon-
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Khmer/Cambodian, Russian. There has been a very slight increase of individuals in Washington 

County with Limited English Proficiency, as percentages increased from 1990 (1.12%) to 2010 

(2.32%). 

  

Disability  

Cognitive difficulties (3.8%) have the highest rates of incidence in Washington County. After 

cognitive difficulties, Independent living difficulties (3.7%) and ambulatory difficulties (3.7%) 

were the most common, followed by hearing difficulties (2.9%), self-care difficulties (1.7%) and 

vision difficulties (1.1%). 

  

Sex 

In Washington County, 49.49% of residents are male, while 50.51% are female. There has been a 

change in trend in Washington County over time, as percentages shifted from 1990 (males 50.40%, 

females 49.60%) to 2010 (males 49.91%, females 50.09%). 

  

Age 

Working age adults are the clear majority (61.70%), followed by minors under 18 (25.04%) and 

seniors (13.27%). 

  

Families with Children 

In Washington County, there are 31,312 families with children, making up 34.03% percent of the 

population. There has been a decreasing rate of families with children in Washington County over 

time. The percentage in 1990 (56.36%) decreased in 2000 (53.33%), and decreased again in 2010 

(46.71%).  

 

Table 13.1: Demographics, Woodbury 
  

Woodbury 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  51,546  76.20% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  3,918  5.79% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  3,403  5.03% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

              7,321  10.82% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  99  0.15% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  2,088  3.09% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  150  0.22% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  India 1,766 21.26% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

803 

9.67% 

India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Mexico 503 6.06% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Ethiopia 428 5.15% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Canada 380 4.57% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin Korea 345 4.15% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Somalia 332 4.00% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 
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#8 country of origin 

Vietnam 276 

3.32% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Philippines 226 2.72% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Pakistan 181 2.18% Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

586 0.96% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

Chinese 471 0.77% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

289 0.47% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Vietnamese 206 0.34% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Tagalog 136 0.22% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Korean 129 0.21% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language 

French (incl. 

Patois, 

Cajun) 

104 0.17% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language Russian 82 0.13% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Other Asian 

languages 

73 0.12% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

Portuguese or 

Portuguese 

Creole 

68 0.11% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 1,331 2.0% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty  709 1.1% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty 1,417 2.3% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 1,860 3.0% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 791 1.3% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 1,314 2.7% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  32,546  48.11% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  35,102  51.89% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            18,678  27.61% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64            41,848  61.86% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+              7,122  10.53% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 9,984 40.85% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Table 13.2: Demographic Trends, Woodbury 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 18729 93.31 41226 88.75 49,016 79.11% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  296 1.47 1375 2.96 3,994 6.45% 



78 

 

Hispanic 340 1.69 993 2.14 2,329 3.76% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
612 3.05 2572 5.54 

6,237 10.07% 

Native American, Non-

Hispanic 
54 0.27 201 0.43 

306 0.49% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 770 3.84 3075 6.62 5,957 9.61% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 357 1.78 1338 2.88 2,792 4.51% 

Sex             

Male 9701 48.35 22540 48.52 29,877 48.22% 

Female 10365 51.65 23913 51.48 32,084 51.78% 

Age             

Under 18 6224 31.02 14511 31.24 18,318 29.56% 

18-64 12884 64.21 29160 62.77 38,479 62.10% 

65+ 957 4.77 2782 5.99 5,164 8.33% 

Family Type             

Families with children 3272 59.22 6982 57.98 9,242 55.38% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

Race 

Woodbury is a predominantly white, Non-Hispanic City at 76.20%, followed by Asian/Pacific 

Islander residents at 10.82%, Black residents at 5.79%, Hispanic residents at 5.03%, and Native 

American residents at 0.15%. The City has a slightly higher Asian or Pacific Islander population 

than the Region, and has experienced a large increase in Asian or Pacific Islander residents since 

1990.  

 

National Origin  

In order, the most common places of birth for the foreign-born population are India (21.26%), 

China, excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan (9.67%), Mexico (6.06%, Ethiopia (5.15%), Canada 

(4.57%), Korea (4.15%), Somalia (4.00%), Vietnam (3.32%), Philippines (2.72%) and Pakistan 

(2.18%). The foreign-born population has increased steadily since 1990.  

 

LEP 

The most common languages for the limited English proficient population of Woodbury are 

Spanish or Spanish Creole, Chinese, African languages, Vietnamese, Tagalog, Korean, French 

(incl. Patois, Cajun), Russian, Other Asian Languages, and Portuguese or Portuguese Creole. The 

LEP population has increased steadily since 1990.   

 

Disability  

2.0% of residents experience hearing difficulty, 1.1% vision difficulty, 2.3% cognitive difficulty, 

3.0% ambulatory difficulty, 1.3% self-care difficulty, and 2.7% independent living difficulty. 
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Sex 

48.11% of the population is male, 51.89% of the population is female. 

 

Age 

Most of the population is aged 18-64 (61.86%), followed by under 18 at 27.16% and 65 and over 

at 10.53% 

 

Families with Children 

40.85% of households are families with children. 

 

Table 14.1: Demographics, Scott County 
  

Scott County 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  116,432  82.31% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  4,772  3.37% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  6,951  4.91% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

               11,723  8.29% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  1,076  0.76% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  3,480  2.46% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  252  0.18% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  Mexico 1,612 13.51% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin Cambodia 1,137 9.53% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Vietnam 989 8.29% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin India 755 6.33% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Somalia 533 4.47% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin Laos 479 4.02% Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Kenya 474 3.97% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

Russia 433 

3.63% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Korea 431 3.61% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

360 

3.02% 

Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

1,661 1.31% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

791 0.62% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language Vietnamese 788 0.62% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Russian 569 0.45% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Chinese 332 0.26% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Laotian 318 0.25% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 



80 

 

#7 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

203 0.16% Russian 6,435 0.20% 

#8 LEP Language 

Other Asian 

languages 

90 0.07% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

Other Indo-

European 

languages 

90 0.07% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language German 89 0.07% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 3,541 2.5% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 1,758 1.3% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty  4,231 3.3% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 4,242 3.3% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 2,069 1.6% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 3,219 3.2% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  70,509  49.84% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  70,954  50.16% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            40,262  28.46% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64            87,634  61.95% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            13,567  9.59% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 19,238 40.19% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

 

Race 

In Scott County, 82.31% of residents are white, non-Hispanic, 3.37% are Black, 4.91% are 

Hispanic, 8.29% are Asian or Pacific Islander, 0.76% are Native American, 2.46% are two or more 

races, and 0.18% are Other, non-Hispanic. The County contains a higher proportion of white and 

Asian or Pacific Islander residents than the Region, and less Black and Hispanic residents.  

 

National Origin  

13.51% of foreign-born residents are from Mexico. The following most common countries of 

origin are, in order, Cambodia at 9.53%, Vietnam at 8.29%, India at 6.33%, Somalia, Laos, Kenya, 

Russia, Korea, and China, excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan.  

 

LEP 

The most common spoken languages for the limited English proficiency population in order are 

Spanish or Spanish Creole, Mon-Khmer Cambodian, Vietnamese, Russian, Chinese, Laotian, 

African languages, Other Asian languages, Other Indo-European languages and German.  

 

Disability  

2.5% of residents experience hearing difficulty, 1.3% experience vision difficulty, 3.3% cognitive 

difficulty, 3.3% ambulatory difficulty, 1.6% self-care difficulty, and 3.2% independent living 

difficulty.  
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Sex 

49.84% of the population is male and 50.16% is female. 

 

Age 

61.95% of residents are ages 18-64, followed by 28.46% under 18, and 9.59% 65 and over. There 

is a slightly lower population of residents 65+ in the County than in the Region.  

 

Families with Children 
40.19% of households are families with children. 

 

Table 15.1: Demographics, Carver County 
  

Carver County 

     Minneapolis-St. Paul-

Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic  88,561  89.64% 2,697,773 76.51% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  1,449  1.47% 278,802 7.91% 

Hispanic  4,051  4.10% 201,417 5.71% 

Asian/Pacific Is., Non-

Hispanic 

              5,500  5.57% 225248 6.39% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  196  0.20% 16,974 0.48% 

Two+ Races, Non-Hispanic  2,020  2.04% 99,725 2.83% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  61  0.06% 6,210 0.18% 

 

#1 country of origin  Mexico 638 13.57% Mexico 48,649 13.28% 

#2 country of origin India 525 11.17% India 26,441 7.22% 

#3 country of origin Colombia 220 4.68% Somalia 23,554 6.43% 

#4 country of origin Canada 217 4.62% Laos 23,080 6.30% 

#5 country of origin Vietnam 215 4.57% Ethiopia 17,546 4.79% 

#6 country of origin 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

207 

4.40% 

Vietnam 16,411 4.48% 

#7 country of origin Philippines 205 4.36% Thailand 16,235 4.43% 

#8 country of origin 

Kenya 200 

4.25% 

China, 

excluding 

Hong Kong 

and Taiwan 

13,932 3.80% 

#9 country of origin Korea 199 4.23% Liberia 11,449 3.13% 

#10 country of origin Honduras 146 3.11% Korea 11,236 3.07% 

 

#1 LEP Language 

Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

1,356 1.52% Spanish or 

Spanish 

Creole 

63,539 1.97% 

#2 LEP Language 

Vietnamese 281 0.31% African 

Languages 

27,394 0.85% 

#3 LEP Language Laotian 160 0.18% Hmong 24,721 0.77% 

#4 LEP Language Russian 90 0.10% Vietnamese 12,074 0.37% 

#5 LEP Language 

Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

57 0.06% Other Asian 

Languages 

10,252 0.32% 

#6 LEP Language Chinese 56 0.06% Chinese 8,973 0.28% 

#7 LEP Language German 55 0.06% Russian 6,435 0.20% 
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#8 LEP Language Urdu 42 0.05% Laotian 3,849 0.12% 

#9 LEP Language 

African 

languages 

38 0.04% Mon-Khmer, 

Cambodian 

3,042 0.09% 

#10 LEP Language 

French (incl. 

Patois, 

Cajun) 

36 0.04% Arabic 2,820 0.09% 

 

Hearing difficulty 2,280 2.3% 105,329 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 865 0.9% 49,528 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty  2,326 2.5% 138,788 4.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 2,792 3.0% 148,966 4.6% 

Self-care difficulty 1,258 1.4% 65,395 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 2,186 3.1% 116,400 4.4% 

 

Male  49,086  49.68% 1,745,774 49.51% 

Female  49,713  50.32% 1,780,375 50.49% 

 

Under 18            27,243  27.57% 846,375 24.0% 

18-64            61,254  62.00% 2,231,257 63.3% 

65+            10,302  10.43% 448,517 12.7% 

 

Families with children 13,691 38.74% 409.814 30.23% 

Source: American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017 

Race 

Carver County is predominantly white, even more so than the Region. 89.64% of residents are 

white, non-Hispanic, 1.47% are Black, 4.10% are Hispanic, 5.57% are Asian or Pacific Islander, 

0.20% are Native American, 2.04% are two or more races, and 0.06% are other, non-Hispanic. 

The County has an especially low Black population compared to the Region. 

 

National Origin  

The most common countries of origin for the foreign-born population in order are Mexico at 

13.57%, India at 11.17%, Colombia, Canada, Vietnam, China, excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan, 

Philippines, Kenya, Korea and Honduras. 

 

LEP 

The most common spoken language for the limited English proficiency population is Spanish or 

Spanish Creole at 1.52%. The remaining most common spoken languages in order are Vietnamese, 

Laotian, Russian, Mon-Khmer Cambodian, Chinese, German, Urdu, African languages, and 

French (incl. Patois, Cajun).  

 

Disability  

2.3% of residents experience hearing difficulty, 0.9% vision difficulty, 2.5% cognitive difficulty, 

3.0% ambulatory difficulty, 1.4% self-care difficulty, and 3.1% independent living difficulty. 

These figures are slightly lower than those of the Region. 

 

Sex 

49.68% of residents are male and 50.32% of residents are female.  
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Age 

62.00% of residents are ages 18-64, 27.57% are under 18, and 10.43% are 65 and over. 

 

Families with Children 
38.74% of households are families with children. 

 

     Table 24: Demographic Trends, Region 
  (Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI) Region 

 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hispanic 2,377,570 91.63% 2,573,536 84.88% 2,641,225 78.87% 

Black, Non-Hispanic  87,794 3.38% 180,048 5.94% 277,419 8.28% 

Hispanic 37,810 1.46% 101,011 3.33% 179,202 5.35% 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 63,920 2.46% 137,339 4.53% 210,412 6.28% 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 23,217 0.89% 31,446 1.04% 34,731 1.04% 

National Origin              

Foreign-born 88,459 3.41% 211,435 6.97% 303,022 9.05% 

LEP              

Limited English Proficiency 54,794 2.11% 128,664 4.24% 164,904 4.92% 

Sex             

Male 1,268,537 48.90% 1,496,751 49.37% 1,653,645 49.38% 

Female 1,325,816 51.10% 1,535,167 50.63% 1,695,214 50.62% 

Age             

Under 18 685,784 26.43% 830,974 27.41% 837,362 25.00% 

18-64 1,649,849 63.59% 1,907,051 62.90% 2,151,167 64.24% 

65+ 258,720 9.97% 293,893 9.69% 360,330 10.76% 

Family Type             

Families with children 347,275 51.93% 317,188 51.88% 404,837 48.21% 

Source: Decennial Census, 1990, 2000, 2010 

 

The Region has experienced some major demographic changes since 1990. The most significant 

change has been in the racial/ethnic makeup of the Region over time. There have been dramatic 

increases in the Hispanic, Asian or Pacific Islander and Native American populations, which 

likely corresponds to the increases in the foreign-born and LEP populations in the Region. 

 

The chart below displays the complete racial/ethnic makeup of all included jurisdictions. 
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Table 25: Race/Ethnicity, All Jurisdictions 

 

 Total 

White 

alone 

Black or 

African 

American 

alone 

American 

Indian 

and 

Alaska 

Native 

alone 

Asian 

alone 

Native 

Hawaiian 

and Other 

Pacific 

Islander 

alone 

Some 

other 

race 

alone 

Two 

or 

more 

races 

Hispanic 

or Latino  

Anoka 

County, 

Minnesota 344,861 285,056 18,860 1,852 14,627 116 426 9,327 14,597 

Coon Rapids 

city, 

Minnesota 62,342 51,722 3,698 159 2,486 33 49 1,773 2,422 

Carver 

County, 

Minnesota 98,799 88,561 1,449 196 2,444 17 61 2,020 4,051 

Dakota 

County, 

Minnesota 414,655 330,377 23,183 858 19,549 163 972 11,533 28,020 

Hennepin 

County, 

Minnesota 1,224,763 851,532 153,651 6,507 85,242 398 2,920 40,454 84,059 

Bloomington 

city, 

Minnesota 85,417 61,970 7,848 205 4,807 9 303 2,791 7,484 

Eden Prairie 

city, 

Minnesota 63,660 48,783 3,821 149 6,393 107 52 1,540 2,815 

Minneapolis 

city, 

Minnesota 411,452 246,351 76,499 4,293 24,784 73 964 18,341 40,147 

Minnetonka 

city, 

Minnesota 52,102 44,863 2,218 69 2,383 9 77 1,301 1,182 

Plymouth 

city, 

Minnesota 76,258 59,582 4,283 231 6,875 0 54 1,857 3,376 

Ramsey 

County, 

Minnesota 537,893 339,170 60,445 2,699 75,177 136 922 19,396 39,948 

St. Paul city, 

Minnesota 300,820 156,681 46,559 1,933 53,890 58 481 12,011 29,207 

Scott 

County, 

Minnesota 141,463 116,432 4,772 1,076 8,490 10 252 3,480 6,951 

Washington 

County, 

Minnesota 250,979 210,116 10,209 835 13,440 139 232 6,161 9,847 

Woodbury 

city, 

Minnesota 67,648 51,546 3,918 99 6,328 116 150 2,088 3,403 
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B. General Issues 

 

i. Segregation/Integration  

 

The analysis in this section uses several metrics to determine levels of segregation in each 

jurisdiction. The Dissimilarity Index and the Isolation and Exposure Indices are both tools used by 

social scientists to assign values to segregation and concentrations of minority groups. In addition 

to these metrics, this section also includes an analysis of maps for each jurisdiction that highlight 

residential living patterns of residents by race, national origin, and limited English proficiency. 

 

1. Analysis 

 

a. Describe and compare segregation levels in the jurisdiction and region. Identify the 

racial/ethnic groups that experience the highest levels of segregation. 

 

Dissimilarity Index  

  Value Level of Segregation 

Dissimilarity Index 

Value (0-100) 

0-40 Low Segregation 

 
41-54 Moderate Segregation  
55-100 High Segregation 

 

The tables below reflect the Dissimilarity Indices for each jurisdiction. The Dissimilarity Index 

measures the percentage of a certain groupôs population that would have to move to a different 

census tract in order to be evenly distributed within a city or metropolitan area in relation to another 

group. The higher the Dissimilarity Index, the higher the extent of the segregation.  

 

Table 1 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Region  

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index Current  

Non-White/White 38.88 

Black/White 52.03 

Hispanic/White 43.74 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 44.21 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

While trend data for the entire region encompassed in this analysis was unavailable, the current 

data for the region indicates moderate levels of segregation across the region. Though the overall 

Non-White/White index value is technically under the threshold for moderate segregation, the 

index values for all other minority groups compared to white residents indicate higher levels of 

segregation. Black residents appear to be the most segregated, as over half of Black residents in 
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the region would have to a different census tract to be evenly distributed in relation to white 

residents. In addition, roughly 44% of Hispanic/Latino and Asian/Pacific Islander residents would 

also have to move to a different census tract to be evenly distributed in relation to white residents. 

 

Table 2 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Anoka County 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 15.36 23.22 26.47 29.24 

Black/White 33.18 36.56 36.66 45.38 

Hispanic/White 17.08 22.81 30.92 37.40 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 23.33 24.54 25.89 32.56 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

Dissimilarity index values indicate significantly increasing levels of segregation in Anoka County 

over the last 30 years. Though the overall Non-White/White index value remains in the category 

of low segregation, this number has nearly doubled since 1990, as has the index value for 

Hispanic/White segregation. As a suburban/rural and mostly white County, these numbers could 

be a result of more recent increases in these minority populations. The Asian/White index value 

has increased less drastically, though it as still increased 10 points since 1990. The Black/White 

Dissimilarity Index remained steady from 1990 to 2010, but the current figure crosses the threshold 

from low segregation to moderate segregation. This indicates that of the minority groups in Anoka 

County, Black residents are the most segregated residentially from white residents, as over 45% 

of them would have to move from their current census tract in order to be distributed evenly 

throughout the County. 

 

Table 3 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Coon Rapids 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index Current  

Non-White/White 15.38 

Black/White 26.86 

Hispanic/White 29.06 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 19.11 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

While trend data was not available for the city of Coon Rapids, the current Dissimilarity Index 

values indicate low levels of segregation for all racial groups. The overall white/non-white index 

values reflect that white and non-white residents are fairly integrated within the city. Black and 

Hispanic/Latino residents have the highest Dissimilarity Index Values in the city, indicating that 

just under 30% of these residents would need to move to be evenly distributed in relation to whites.  
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Table 4 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Dakota County 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 18.63 22.09 24.78 27.33 

Black/White 33.73 31.44 32.89 42.38 

Hispanic/White 25.85 32.09 34.64 38.52 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 24.81 26.38 23.92 28.86 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

Over the last 30 years, the overall levels of nonwhite/white segregation in Dakota County have 

steadily increased about by roughly 10 points, though the levels still indicate low segregation 

County-wide. Similarly, Black/White segregation has increased by roughly 10 points over the 

same time period. These levels of segregation were already higher, and currently Black/White 

segregation dissimilarity index values indicate moderate levels of segregation. These values are 

the highest of any minority group relative to white residents, which shows that in Dakota County, 

Black residents are the most concentrated, and the largest percentage of Black residents would 

need to move to a different census tract in order to be evenly distributed compared to white 

residents. Despite Black residents having the highest levels of segregation, Hispanic/White 

segregation has increased the most since 1990. Though technically within the bounds of low 

segregation, this index value pushes right up against the threshold for moderate segregation. This 

may be explained by an increasing Hispanic/Latino population since 1990, which has increased 

from 1.44% to 6.76%. The Dissimilarity Index values indicate that those new residents were also 

increasingly concentrated by race as the population grew. Asian/white segregation has remained 

the steadiest over time, increasing by just four points. Despite the Asian population growing from 

1.64% in 1990 to 12.35% currently, these Dissimilarity Index values indicate low Asian/white 

segregation from 1990 to present day. 

 

Table 5 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Hennepin County 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 25.45 37.43 39.44 40.84 

Black/White 38.85 46.17 45.83 52.78 

Hispanic/White 16.02 35.59 41.52 47.92 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 22.9 34.59 39.84 43.50 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

In Hennepin County, levels of non-white/white segregation have increased significantly since 

1990, from low to moderate segregation. Black/white segregation has been the highest since 1990, 

and has increased nearly 15 points in that time. The current index value for Black/white segregation 

for Hennepin County (52.79) is just on the cusp of the index value required to be classified as high 
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segregation (55). These levels of segregation continued to increase, and remain at their highest 

levels as the Black population has increased dramatically from just 2% to 12.55%. The 

Hispanic/White Dissimilarity Index value has increased by over 30 points, despite the Hispanic 

population increasing by less than 5 points. The Asian/White Dissimilarity Index has nearly 

doubled, coupled with a dramatic increase in the Asian population since 1990, a jump of roughly 

17 percentage points. Despite the size of Hennepin County, these high Dissimilarity Index values 

indicate that a nearly half of the population of each minority group would have to move to be 

evenly distributed throughout the County in relation to white residents. 

 

Table 6 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Bloomington 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 13.25 23.32 28.23 26.94 

Black/White 20.56 25.88 31.08 36.57 

Hispanic/White 15.36 35.85 38.25 40.11 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 14.35 17.05 16.31 24.14 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

Though the Dissimilarity Index values for the city of Bloomington indicate low segregation, the 

Cityôs segregation levels have nearly doubled across the board since 1990. In the same timeframe, 

the Cityôs white population decreased by nearly 20 points. The most dramatic change in 

segregation levels occurred in relation to Hispanic/White segregation. In 1990, just 15% of the 

Hispanic Population would have to move to a different census tract in order to be evenly distributed 

in relation to white residents. Today, that number is 40%, just one percentage point shy of the 

threshold for moderate segregation. Black residents have similarly high levels of segregation in 

relation to white residents, though this number was initially the highest of all racial groups in 1990 

(15.36), and has increased less drastically to the current level of 36.57. Black/white segregation 

levels are similarly categorized as low segregation but up against the threshold for moderate 

segregation. Asian residents in Bloomington maintain the lowest levels of segregation, indicating 

that they are more evenly distributed throughout the City.  

                                                                        

Table 7 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Eden Prairie 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 4.45 17.76 19.14 24.27 

Black/White 13.75 32.5 33.67 42.19 

Hispanic/White 11.73 24.23 20.19 42.87 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 6.72 11.18 24.04 32.29 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 
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Since 1990, the white population in Eden Prairie decreased from over 95% to 76.63% currently. 

In the same time period, segregation levels in the city increased astronomically. The overall non-

white/white Dissimilarity Index value, despite still indicating low segregation, has increased by 20 

percentage points over time. These numbers are similarly staggering for individual racial groups. 

In 1990, just 13% of Black residents and 11% of Hispanic/Latino residents in Eden Prairie would 

have had to move to a different census tract to be evenly distributed in relation to white residents. 

Currently, roughly 42% of both races would have to move. Asian/white segregation has also 

increased dramatically since 1990, where just 6.72% of the Asian population would have to move 

to be evenly distributed. Currently, over 32% of Asian residents would have to move to a different 

census tract. These Dissimilarity Index values indicate that as populations of minority groups in 

Eden Prairie grew in size, the levels of segregation increased, as these residents became 

concentrated in areas of either their own racial group or other minority groups.  

 

Table 8 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Minneapolis 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 46.54 47.6 44.04 43.40 

Black/White 53.78 53.74 50.92 53.73 

Hispanic/White 27.95 48.15 48.81 49.92 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 47.18 44.73 38.28 47.67 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

While Minneapolisô demographic changes and current levels of segregation are similar to the other 

larger, more diverse counties in the Region and the Region overall, the difference is that these 

levels have been relatively consistent over the last 30 years. Minneapolis Dissimilarity Index 

values for overall non-white/white segregation have remained at moderate levels since 1990, with 

a fluctuation of only roughly 3 percentage points throughout that time. Black residents have been 

the most segregated since 1990 as with Index values consistently over 50 and currently just one 

point shy of Index values indicating high segregation. Asian/white segregation has similarly stayed 

consistent since 1990. Despite a slight dip in 2010, Asian residents remain moderately segregated 

in the City. The most dramatic shifts in segregation levels have occurred regarding the 

concentrations of Hispanic residents in relation to white residents. While both Black and Asian 

residents were already moderately segregated in 1990, Hispanic/white segregation levels were 

roughly 20 points lower. Currently, Hispanic/white segregation is higher than Asian/white and 

overall white/nonwhite segregation in Minneapolis. The Hispanic population in Minneapolis grew 

just 7% since 1990, yet in the same timeframe, segregation levels nearly doubled.  

 

Table 9 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Minnetonka 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 11.2 14.76 23.82 27.38 

Black/White 21.98 26.16 36.55 44.16 
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Hispanic/White 16.16 13.68 18.85 21.84 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 7.16 13.19 18.54 36.15 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

Minnetonka is a heavily white and fairly affluent suburb in Hennepin County. In 1990, the city 

had significantly lower levels of segregation both overall and across all racial groups. This is likely 

due to the fact that the City was 96% white. Overall segregation has nearly doubled The least 

amount of Asian residents would have needed to move in order to be evenly distributed, that 

number is near the high end of the threshold for low segregation currently. Black residents remain 

the most segregated in Minnetonka. In 1990, roughly 22% of Black residents would have needed 

to move to a different census tract in order to be evenly distributed throughout the city. Currently, 

that number is nearly 45%, making Black/White segregation the only Dissimilarity Index value to 

reach the threshold for moderate segregation in Minnetonka. Hispanic/white segregation is lower 

than the overall nonwhite/white segregation as well as lower than all other racial groups. This may 

be due to the fact that the Hispanic population remains very small in the city.  

 

Table 10 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Plymouth 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 11.44 10.79 18.16 21.47 

Black/White 24.06 23.7 24.2 28.24 

Hispanic/White 12.92 12.07 16.41 22.00 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 12.59 12.23 25.64 34.87 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

The city of Plymouth has low levels of segregation both overall and with regard to every racial 

group. Though overall nonwhite/white segregation has nearly doubled since 1990, this number 

started low and remains relatively low. Currently, just over 20% of the non-white population would 

need to move in order to be evenly distributed in relation to white residents. Interestingly, Asian 

residents, the largest minority group in the city, have the highest levels of segregation in Plymouth, 

where 34.97% of the Asian population would need to move to a different census tract in order to 

be evenly distributed in relation to white residents. Though the highest level, this is still a stark 

increase from 1990 levels of segregation, where just 12% of Asian residents would have needed 

to move. Black residents have the next highest level of segregation, but it has remained within four 

percentage points since 1990. Currently, roughly 30% of the Black population would need to move 

census tracts in order to be evenly distributed. The Hispanic/white Dissimilarity Index values have 

nearly doubled since 1990, though the current levels still remain low. 
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Table 11 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Ramsey County 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 20.09 18.69 22 43.13 

Black/White 32.52 30.13 29.23 48.19 

Hispanic/White 17.3 17.58 24.73 44.81 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 27.97 21.09 21.29 52.19 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

Ramsey County has the highest overall nonwhite/white segregation levels in the region, and these 

levels are higher than the region overall. Since 1990, the white population in the County has 

dropped by roughly 15%, and in that time segregation levels have more than doubled. Currently, 

nearly 45% of nonwhite residents would need to move to a different census tract in order to be 

evenly distributed in relation to white residents. This Dissimilarity Index value indicates moderate 

levels of segregation. Hispanic/white segregation levels are also moderate, though these levels 

have more than doubled since 1990. Nearly 45% of Hispanic residents would need to move in 

order to be evenly distributed in Ramsey County. Black and Asian residents have the highest levels 

of segregation in the County. Black residents had the highest rates of segregation in 1990, 2000, 

and 2010. Currently, 48% of Black residents in the county would have to move to be evenly 

distributed in relation to whites. Asian residents are the largest minority group in the county, 

making up nearly 20% of the population. Asian/white segregation levels are just two points shy of 

the threshold for high segregation, as over 52% of Asian residents would have to move to a 

different census tract in order to be evenly distributed in relation to white County residents. 

   

Table 12 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for St. Paul 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilari ty Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 43.17 42.1 44.18 44.83 

Black/White 51.08 42.38 43.44 46.72 

Hispanic/White 38.88 44.18 44.13 45.99 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 51.75 50.76 52.64 57.17 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

Despite being just 52.08% white, St. Paul has moderate levels of segregation across the board, and 

has for some time. With the exception of Hispanic/white segregation in 1990, St. Paulôs 

Dissimilarity Index values have indicated moderate segregation consistently throughout the last 

30 years. Asian residents, who make up a staggering 25% of the cityôs population, have maintained 

the highest level of segregation in relation to white residents since 1990, and the current Index 

values indicate that Asian residents are highly segregated. Hispanic/white segregation has steadily 

increased since 1990, though the percentage points have only increased by roughly 7% in that time. 
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Black/white segregation in 1990 indicated that over 50% of Black residents would need to move 

in order to be evenly distributed throughout St. Paul in relation to whites. Currently, that number 

has decreased slightly to 46.72. 

 

Table 13 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Washington County 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 29.09 27.3 30.31 30.75 

Black/White 51.07 42.55 39.87 43.36 

Hispanic/White 24.72 24.98 27.47 30.10 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 16.47 20.97 30.26 39.96 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

Overall nonwhite/white segregation levels for Washington County have remained steady since 

1990, with the Dissimilarity Index values only fluctuating between 27.3 and 30.75. All of these 

values indicate low nonwhite/white segregation. Hispanic/white segregation occurs at similar 

levels, though this number has increased roughly 6 percentage points since 1990. Currently, 30% 

of Hispanic residents in Washington County would need to move to a different census tract in 

order to be evenly distributed in relation to white residents. Asian and Black residents have the 

highest rates of segregation. Black residents in1990 were the most segregated, with the 

Dissimilarity Index value indicating moderate segregationðthough this number was pushing up 

against the threshold for high segregation. Black/white segregation levels have steadily decreased 

since 1990, and currently 43% of Black residents would need to move in order to be evenly 

distributed. Asian/white segregation has seen the sharpest increase since 1990. Since 1990, the 

Asian population has increased by roughly 7 percentage points, and the Index values for 

Asian/white segregation have more than doubled. 

 

Table 14 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Woodbury 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Non-White/White 7.82 6.93 7.7 14.60 

Black/White 16.59 16.93 15.79 21.03 

Hispanic/White 9.1 9.55 8.59 19.48 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 18.82 9.22 9.82 14.80 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017; Brown Longitudinal Tract Database See 

Data Documentation for more information. 

 

The city of Woodbury has some of the lowest levels of segregation throughout the region. Overall 

nonwhite/white Dissimilarity Index values indicate that just over 14% of nonwhite residents would 

need to move to a different census tract in order to be evenly distributed throughout the city. 

Asian/white segregation is at the same level of low segregation. Black/white and Hispanic/white 



93 

 

segregation are slightly higher, though still indicate low levels of segregation. Black/white 

Segregation has remained high since 1990, though in that time the Index values have only 

increased by roughly 5 points. Overall nonwhite/white segregation and Hispanic/white segregation 

increased the most dramatically over time, but these levels were extremely low in 1990. 

Asian/White segregation was the highest in 1990, but dropped by half in 2000 and 2010.  

 

Table 15 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Scott County 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index Current  

Non-White/White 31.45 

Black/White 49.46 

Hispanic/White 34.13 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 37.08 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Trend data for Scott County was not available, but current Dissimilarity Index values indicate low 

to moderate levels of segregation. Nonwhite/white segregation is on the higher end of the low 

segregation category, with roughly 30% of nonwhite residents needing to move to a different 

census tract in order to be evenly distributed in relation to white residents. Hispanic/white and 

Asian/white segregation are closer to the threshold for moderate segregation, as 34% and 37% of 

these residents would need to move to be evenly distributed. Black residents in the county are the 

most segregated. With a Dissimilarity Index value of 49.46, Black/white segregation in Scott 

County reaches moderate levels. This value is also just 5 points shy of the threshold for high 

segregation. 

 

Table 16 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Carver County  

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index Current  

Non-White/White 27.57 

Black/White 41.10 

Hispanic/White 35.78 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 32.98 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Trend data for Carver County was not available, but current Dissimilarity Index values indicate 

low to moderate levels of segregation. Overall nonwhite/white segregation levels reflect that under 

30% of minority residents in the county would need to move in order to be evenly distributed in 

relation to whites. This number is small in actuality, as Carver County is almost 90% white. 

Roughly 33% of Asian residents and 35% of Hispanic residents would need to move census tracts 

in order to be evenly distributed. This is a lower level of segregation than Black residents, despite 
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Asian residents and Hispanic residents being the largest minority groups in the county percentage-

wise. Black residents have the highest levels of segregation in the County, with Dissimilarity Index 

values that cross the threshold into moderate segregation. Despite making up just 1.47% of the 

population, the small amount of Black residents in Carver county appear to be rather segregated 

from white residents, and at a higher rate than other minority groups. 

 

Isolation and Exposure Index 

In addition to the Dissimilarity Index, social scientists also use the Isolation and Exposure Indices 

to measure segregation. These indices, when taken together, capture the neighborhood 

demographics experienced, on average, by members of a particular racial or ethnic group within a 

city or metropolitan area. The Isolation Index measures what percentage of the census tract in 

which a person of a certain racial identity lives is comprised of other persons of that same 

racial/ethnic group. Values for the Isolation Index range from 0 to 100. The Exposure Index is a 

group's exposure to all racial groups. Values for the Exposure Index also range from 0 to 100. A 

larger value means that the average group member lives in a census tract with a higher percentage 

of people from another group. 

 

Table 17 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Region 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 79.00 

Black/Black 22.33 

Hispanic/Hispanic 13.33 

Asian/Asian 16.00 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

In the region, white residents are the most concentrated among the racial groups, which comes as 

no surprise given that the Region is overwhelmingly white. The Isolation Index values illustrate 

this effectively, as a white resident in the Region lives in a census tract that is 79% white. However, 

these values also indicate a disproportionate concentration of residents compared to their 

proportion of the population. Black residents make up just 7% of the Regionôs population, yet a 

Black resident in the region lives in a census tract that is 22% Black. Hispanic residents make up 

just 5% of the Regionôs population, yet a Hispanic resident in the region lives in a census tract that 

is 13% Hispanic. Similarly, Asian residents make up just 6% of the Regionôs population, yet an 

Asian resident lives in a census tract that is 16% Asian.  

 

Table 18 Exposure Index Values for Region 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 53.60 

Hispanic/White 60.36 

Asian/White 59.61 

White/Black 6.58 

Hispanic/Black 13.14 

Asian/Black 12.78 

White/Hispanic 5.09 
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Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

In the Region, all minority groups live in census tracts that are majority white. Hispanic and Asian 

residents live in census tracts that are slightly more white than Black residents. Of the minority 

groups, Black residents live in census tracts that have more Asian residents. Asian residents live 

in census tracts that have more Black residents. Asian residents have the most exposure to Black 

residents in the census tracts that they live in. Hispanic residents also have the most exposure to 

black residents in their census tracts. This indicates that in the Region, Black residents tend to 

concentrate in census tracts with other minority racial groups. White residents in the Region have 

the most exposure to Black residents in their census tracts, thought the values for white residents 

and all racial groups very only slightly. 

 

Table 19 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Anoka County 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 84.04 

Black/Black 11.97 

Hispanic/Hispanic 8.38 

Asian/Asian 6.67 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Anoka County values reflect significantly whiter census tracts than the region. A white resident in 

the County lives in a census tract that is 84% white. An Asian resident lives in a census that is 6% 

Asian. While this corresponds to the County being 82% white and nearly 7% Asian, the remaining 

values indicate concentration and overrepresentation of Black and Hispanic residents compared to 

their population proportion. Despite the Anoka County being just 5% Black, a Black resident lives 

in a census tract that is 11% Black. A Hispanic resident lives in a census tract that is 8% Hispanic, 

yet Hispanic residents make up just 4% of Anoka Countyôs population. 

 

Table 20 Exposure Index Values for Anoka County 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 72.55 

Hispanic/White 74.98 

Asian/White 78.45 

White/Black 4.80 

Hispanic/Black 8.09 

Asian/Black 6.66 

White/Hispanic 3.84 

Black/Hispanic 9.04 

Asian/Hispanic 7.51 

White/Asian 5.90 

Black/Asian 10.31 

Hispanic/Asian 8.81 
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Black/Hispanic 6.26 

Asian/Hispanic 4.84 

White/Asian 4.06 

Black/Asian 5.21 

Hispanic/Asian 4.88 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

All racial groups are most likely to live in a census tract with high percentages of white residents. 

Asian residents live in the census tracts that are the most white, 78%, though Hispanic/white and 

Black/white values are also in the 70s. White residents have roughly equal exposure to all minority 

groups in the county. Of the minority groups, Black residents have the most exposure to Asian 

residents within their census tracts and Asian residents have the most exposure to Asian residents. 

Hispanic residents have the most exposure to Black residents, and have the highest level of 

exposure to another minority group than any other. A Hispanic resident lives in a census tract that 

is 8% Black, despite the County being only 5% Black. 

 

Table 21 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Coon Rapids 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 83.31 

Black/Black 8.29 

Hispanic/Hispanic 6.12 

Asian/Asian 4.97 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Coon Rapids has similar Isolation Index to Anoka County as a whole, with even lower Index values 

for Minority residents. A white resident in Coon Rapids lives in a census tract that is 83% white, 

whereas the next highest index value indicates that a Black resident in Coon Rapids lives in a 

census tract that is just 8% Black. Hispanic and Asian residents have the lowest Isolation Index 

Values for the city. A Hispanic resident lives in a census tract that is just 6% Hispanic, and an 

Asian resident lives in a tract that is less than 5% Asian.   

 

Table 22 Exposure Index Values for Coon Rapids 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 80.58 

Hispanic/White 80.53 

Asian/White 82.21 

White/Black 5.76 

Hispanic/Black 6.19 

Asian/Black 5.59 

White/Hispanic 3.77 

Black/Hispanic 4.05 

Asian/Hispanic 4.03 
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White/Asian 4.00 

Black/Asian 3.81 

Hispanic/Asian 4.19 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

All minority racial groups live in census tracts that are extremely white. There is little significant 

variation among the racial groups as it relates to exposure to white residents. White residents are 

the most exposed to Black residents in Coon Rapids, despite Asian residents being the largest 

minority group. Aside from white residents, Black residents have nearly equal exposure to Asian 

and Hispanic residents, despite the differences in population size. Aside from white residents, 

Hispanic residents have the most exposure in their census tracts to Black residents. Asian residents 

have the most exposure to Black residents out of the minority racial groups. 

 

Table 23 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Dakota County 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 81.15 

Black/Black 10.85 

Hispanic/Hispanic 12.89 

Asian/Asian 7.13 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Dakota County has similarly high Isolation Index Values for white residents but the values for 

minority residents indicate higher concentrations of these racial groups in certain census tracts. A 

white resident in Dakota County lives in a census tract that is over 80% white. Hispanic residents 

have the second highest index values, with a Hispanic resident in the county living in a census 

tract that is nearly 13% Hispanic. This value indicates that Hispanic residents may be overly 

concentrated in census tracts, as the Hispanic population in Dakota county is just 6% of the total 

population. A Black resident has a similar Isolation Index value, where a Black resident in the 

county lives in a census tract that is nearly 11% Black, yet Black residents make up just 5% of the 

population. Asian residents have the lowest Index values. In Dakota County, an Asian resident 

lives in a census tract that is just 7% Asian. This value indicates that Asian residents are more 

integrated among census tracts relative to population size, as the Asian population in Dakota 

County is over 12%.  

 

Table 24 Exposure Index Values for Dakota County  

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 71.74 

Hispanic/White 72.07 

Asian/White 76.79 

White/Black 5.03 

Hispanic/Black 6.76 

Asian/Black 6.31 

White/Hispanic 6.11 
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Black/Hispanic 8.17 

Asian/Hispanic 6.78 

White/Asian 4.58 

Black/Asian 5.37 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

All minority group residents in Dakota County have the highest exposure to white residents. White 

residents have the most exposure in their census tracts to Hispanic residents. Aside from white 

residents, Black residents have the most exposure to Hispanic residents as well, and this is the 

highest Exposure index value among minority groups at roughly 8%. Aside from white residents, 

Hispanic residents also have the highest exposure to Black residents, though this number is just 

slightly lower. Asian residents have roughly equal exposure to Black and Hispanic residents. 

 

Table 25 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Hennepin County 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 76.05 

Black/Black 27.24 

Hispanic/Hispanic 15.94 

Asian/Asian 13.25 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Isolation Index values for Hennepin County reflect the additional diversity contained within its 

larger cities like Minneapolis. A white resident in the County lives in a census tract that is 75% 

white, lower than the index values for white residents in some of the more suburban/rural counties. 

Minority group residents in Hennepin County have significantly higher Isolation Index values than 

in most other counties and the region as a whole, which indicates not only that Hennepin County 

is more diverse but also that these groups tend to be more concentrated.  Black residents have the 

highest values. A Black resident in the county lives in a census tract that is 27% Black. This value 

is more than 10 points higher than that of Hispanic residents and over twice as high as the value 

for Asian residents. A Hispanic resident lives in a census tract that is nearly 16% Hispanic, and an 

Asian resident lives in a census tract that is 13% Asian. 

 

Table 26 Exposure Index Values for Hennepin County 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 49.04 

Hispanic/White 54.02 

Asian/White 59.90 

White/Black 8.85 

Hispanic/Black 18.27 

Asian/Black 15.79 

White/Hispanic 5.33 

Black/Hispanic 9.99 

Asian/Hispanic 6.88 
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White/Asian 6.02 

Black/Asian 8.80 

Hispanic/Asian 7.01 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

As with the Isolation Index, Hennepin County Exposure Index values reflect the greater diversity 

of the County and also highlight the segregation of minority groups. While all racial groups 

maintain the highest exposure to white residents, concentrations of certain combinations of 

minority groups are more evident. Black residents are the only racial group to live in a census tract 

that is less than 50% white. Beyond white residents, Black residents have the most exposure to 

Hispanic residents, living in census tracts that are 10% Hispanic. Hispanic residents have slightly 

higher exposure to white residents, and have the highest exposure to Black residents out of the 

minority racial groups. Hispanic residents in Hennepin County live in a census tract that is nearly 

20% Black. Asian residents have the highest exposure to white residents, and similarly high 

exposure to Black residents. Asian residents live in a census tract that is 15% Black.  

 

Table 27 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Bloomington 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 75.23 

Black/Black 14.84 

Hispanic/Hispanic 15.64 

Asian/Asian 6.82 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Isolation Index values for the city of Bloomington indicate that a white resident lives in a census 

tract that is 75% white. Black and Hispanic residents have similar index values, with a Black or 

Hispanic resident living in a census tract that is roughly 15% Black or Hispanic, respectively. 

These values indicate higher concentrations of Black and Hispanic residents relative to their 

proportion of the population, as Black residents make up just 9% of the Bloomington population 

and Hispanic residents make up just 8%. Asian residents have the lowest index values, as an Asian 

resident lives in a census tract that is just under 7% Asian. This number staggering given that Asian 

residents make up 17% of the population. This indicates that Asian residents are the least 

segregated minority group in the city. For Black and Asian residents, these values are significantly 

lower than for the county overall. 

 

Table 28 Exposure Index Values for Bloomington 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 63.56 

Hispanic/White 61.49 

Asian/White 69.56 

White/Black 8.05 

Hispanic/Black 12.62 

Asian/Black 9.60 



100 

 

White/Hispanic 7.43 

Black/Hispanic 12.03 

Asian/Hispanic 10.29 

White/Asian 5.41 

Black/Asian 5.89 

Hispanic/Asian 6.62 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

In Bloomington, white residents have the most exposure in their census tract to Black residents. 

All minority racial groups have the most exposure to white residents. Asian residents have the 

highest exposure, with an Asian resident in Bloomington living in a census tract that is 69% white. 

Of the minority racial groups, Asian residents have the most exposure to Hispanic residents, living 

in a census tract that is 10% Hispanic. Black residents have the second highest exposure to white 

residents, living in a census tract that is 63% white. Of the minority racial groups, Black residents 

have the highest exposure to Hispanic residents. Hispanic residents have the lowest exposure to 

white residents, at just 61%. Of this minority racial groups, Hispanic residents have the highest 

exposure to Black residents.  

 

Table 29 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Eden Prairie 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 78.85 

Black/Black 11.74 

Hispanic/Hispanic 10.42 

Asian/Asian 15.45 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

In Eden Prairie, a white resident lives in a census tract that is nearly 80% white. Asian residents 

are the largest minority group in the city, and Isolation Index values indicate that they are the most 

concentrated as well. An Asian resident in Eden Prairie lives in a census tract that is 15% Asian. 

Black and Hispanic residents have similar values that are lower compared to Asian residents. A 

Black resident in Eden Prairie lives in a census tract that is roughly 12% Black, and a Hispanic 

resident in Eden Prairie lives in a census tract that is 10% Hispanic. These values are lower, 

significantly lower for Black residents, than values for Hennepin County overall. 

 

Table 30 Exposure Index Values for Eden Prairie 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 71.48 

Hispanic/White 62.14 

Asian/White 69.10 

White/Black 5.60 

Hispanic/Black 7.97 

Asian/Black 5.27 

White/Hispanic 3.59 
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Black/Hispanic 5.87 

Asian/Hispanic 7.31 

White/Asian 9.21 

Black/Asian 8.96 

Hispanic/Asian 16.87 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

White residents in Eden Prairie have the most exposure to Asian residents within their census 

tracts. A white resident lives in a census tract that is 9% Asian. Black and Asian residents have the 

highest exposure to white residents, with Hispanic residents just 7% behind. Aside from white 

residents, Black residents have the highest exposure to Asian residents. Hispanic residents also 

have the highest exposure to Asian residents aside from white residents. A Hispanic resident in 

Eden Prairie lives in a census tract that is 16% Asian, despite Asian residents being just 10% of 

the population. Asian residents, however, have roughly equal exposure to Black and Hispanic 

residents, and at lower rates of between 5 and 7%. This indicates a concentration of Asian residents 

within the city that also have concentrations of Black and Hispanic residents that are smaller in 

size, likely due to the smaller population size. 

 

Table 31 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Minneapolis 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 69.83 

Black/Black 33.60 

Hispanic/Hispanic 20.51 

Asian/Asian 12.30 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

As mentioned above, Minneapolis is the largest and most diverse city in the County, which likely 

skews the County-wide data a bit. Not only are minority groups more prevalent, these Isolation 

Index values indicate that Black and Hispanic residents are concentrated in census tracts within 

Minneapolis. A white resident in Minneapolis lives in a census tract that is just under 70% white. 

This value is the second lowest in the region. Minority groups, particularly Black and Hispanic 

residents have some of the highest Isolation Index values in the region. A Black resident in 

Minneapolis lives in a census tract that is over 33% Black, indicating a concentration of Black 

residents given that Black residents make up less than 20% of the cityôs population. Similarly, 

Hispanic resident in the city lives in a census tract that is over 20% Hispanic, when the cityôs 

population is just under 10% Hispanic. Comparatively, an Asian resident lives in a census tract 

that is just 12% Asian, despite Asian residents comprising nearly 30% of the cityôs population.  

 

Table 32 Exposure Index Values for Minneapolis 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 40.37 

Hispanic/White 45.25 

Asian/White 49.02 
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White/Black 12.54 

Hispanic/Black 22.90 

Asian/Black 23.96 

White/Hispanic 7.37 

Black/Hispanic 12.02 

Asian/Hispanic 8.47 

White/Asian 4.95 

Black/Asian 7.78 

Hispanic/Asian 5.24 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

In Minneapolis, Exposure Index values confirm that white residents live in census tracts that are 

majority white, but none of the minority racial groups do. Of the minority racial groups, white 

residents have the most exposure to Black residents within the city. A white resident in 

Minneapolis lives in a census tract that is 12% Black. They have the least exposure to Asian 

residents, despite Asian residents being the overwhelmingly largest minority racial group in the 

city. Compared to other cities in the county with larger Asian populations, white and Asian 

residents appear to be less integrated. Among the minority racial groups, Asian residents have the 

highest exposure to white residents. An Asian resident lives in a census tract that is 49% white. Of 

the other racial groups, Asian residents have the highest exposure to Black residents. An Asian 

resident in Minneapolis lives in a census tract that is 23% Black, a percentage higher than the 

percentage of Black residents in the city (18%). A Black resident in Minneapolis lives in a census 

tract that is just 40% white. Given that the city is nearly 60% white, this indicates that Black 

residents are more segregated from white residents and are more concentrated with other minority 

groups. A Hispanic resident in Minneapolis lives in a census tract that is 45% white. Again, this 

indicates that Hispanic residents are more segregated from the 60% white population. Of the other 

racial groups, Hispanic residents have the most exposure to Black residents. A Hispanic resident 

in Minneapolis lives in a census tract that is 22% black.  

 

Table 33 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Minnetonka 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 87.73 

Black/Black 10.08 

Hispanic/Hispanic 2.66 

Asian/Asian 6.96 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

  

Isolation Index values for white residents in Minnetonka are the highest in Hennepin County, and 

some of the highest across the entire region.  A white resident in Minnetonka lives in a census tract 

that is over 87% white. This is likely due to the small minority population in the city, which when 

combined, only comprises roughly 12% of the population. A Black resident lies in a census tract 

that is 10% Black, which indicates overrepresentation or concentration, given that Black residents 
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make up just 4.26% of the Minnetonka population. The Index values for Hispanic and Asian 

residents correlate almost exactly to their proportion of the population.  

 

Table 34 Exposure Index Values for Minnetonka 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 80.38 

Hispanic/White 86.17 

Asian/White 81.69 

White/Black 3.78 

Hispanic/Black 3.40 

Asian/Black 5.59 

White/Hispanic 2.11 

Black/Hispanic 1.77 

Asian/Hispanic 2.53 

White/Asian 3.83 

Black/Asian 5.57 

Hispanic/Asian 4.85 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

In Minnetonka, correlating heavily with the fact that the city is 86% white, all other racial groups 

have extremely high exposure to white residents. Hispanic residents have the highest exposure. A 

Hispanic resident in Minnetonka lives in a census tract that is 86% white. Of the other racial 

groups, Hispanic residents have the highest exposure to Asian residents. Asian and Black residents 

have roughly equal exposure to white residents. An Asian resident in Minnetonka lives in a census 

tract that is 81% white, and a Black resident lives in a census tract that is 80% white. Of the 

minority racial groups, Asian residents have the highest exposure to Black residents. An Asian 

resident in the city lives in a census tract that is 5% Black, correlating to the 5% Black population 

of the city. Black residents likewise have the most exposure to Asian residents out of all the 

minority racial groups. 

 

Table 35 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Plymouth 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 79.21 

Black/Black 8.23 

Hispanic/Hispanic 5.57 

Asian/Asian 13.65 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Isolation Index values for the city of Plymouth indicate that white residents in the city live in a 

census tract that is just under 80% white.  A Black resident in Plymouth lives in a census tract that 

is 8.23% Black, which indicates a slight concentration given that Black residents make up just 

5.62% of the Plymouth population. Asian residents are slightly more overrepresented in census 

tracts as well, as an Asian resident lives in a census tract that is 13.65% Asian, despite Asian 
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residents making up only 10% of the population. Isolation Index values for Hispanic residents 

indicate proportional representation in census tracts. A Hispanic resident in Plymouth lives in a 

census tract that is 5% Hispanic, and Hispanic residents make up 4.43% of the Plymouth 

population. 

 

Table 36 Exposure Index Values for Plymouth 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 74.04 

Hispanic/White 76.01 

Asian/White 73.50 

White/Black 5.29 

Hispanic/Black 6.28 

Asian/Black 5.98 

White/Hispanic 4.28 

Black/Hispanic 4.95 

Asian/Hispanic 4.40 

White/Asian 8.45 

Black/Asian 9.61 

Hispanic/Asian 8.98 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

In Plymouth, an Asian, Black, and Hispanic resident all live in a census tract that is between 73 

and 76% white. White residents have the highest exposure to Asian residents, as a white resident 

in Plymouth lives in a census tract that is 8.45% Asian. Black residents have the highest exposure 

to Asian residents out of all the minority racial groups as well. A Black resident in Plymouth lives 

in a census tract that is 9.61% Asian. Aside from white residents, Hispanic residents also have the 

highest exposure to Asian residents.  A Hispanic resident in Plymouth lives in a census tract that 

is nearly 9% Asian. Given that Asian residents comprise the largest minority group in Plymouth 

(10%), these numbers indicate that Asian residents are not segregated or concentrated. Rather, they 

seem to be integrated throughout the cityôs census tracts rather proportionally.  

 

Table 37 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Ramsey County 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 71.94 

Black/Black 21.42 

Hispanic/Hispanic 13.24 

Asian/Asian 25.71 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Like Hennepin County, Ramsey County has similarly high Isolation Index values for minority 

groups, likely due to the inclusion of the larger and more diverse city of St. Paul. A white resident 

in Ramsey County lives in a census tract that is almost 72% white. This Isolation Index value, 

combined with the higher Index values for minority groups, indicates segregation and isolation of 
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white residents, which make up just 63% of the County population. Black residents make up just 

11% of the County population, yet a Black resident in the county lives in a census tract that is 21% 

Black. Likewise, Asian residents make up 18% of the County population, yet an Asian resident in 

Ramsey County lives in a census tract that is 25% Asian. Hispanic residents are the most 

overrepresented in census tracts compared to their population proportion. Despite making up just 

7% of the population, a Hispanic resident in Ramsey County lives in a census tract that is over 

13% Hispanic. These values reflect that minority residents are more concentrated than is 

proportionately representative compared to population, and that white residents live around more 

white residents than is proportionately representative compared to population. 

 

Table 38 Exposure Index Values for Ramsey County 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 46.41 

Hispanic/White 50.22 

Asian/White 44.97 

White/Black 8.27 

Hispanic/Black 13.37 

Asian/Black 14.82 

White/Hispanic 5.91 

Black/Hispanic 8.83 

Asian/Hispanic 9.73 

White/Asian 9.99 

Black/Asian 18.47 

Hispanic/Asian 18.34 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

As with Hennepin County, the Exposure Indices for Ramsey County reflect that despite higher 

minority populations, white residents have less exposure to these groups. A white resident in 

Ramsey County lives in a census tract that is just 8% Black, 6% Hispanic, and 10% Asian. A Black 

resident in the County lives in a census tract that is 46% white, despite the County being 63% 

white. Of the other racial groups, Black residents have the highest exposure to Asian residents, at 

levels that mirror the proportion of Asian residents in the County. An Asian resident lives in a 

census tract that is 45% white. Asian residents have the second highest exposure to Black residents, 

at roughly 15%. Hispanic residents in Ramsey County have the highest exposure to white 

residents, crossing the threshold of 50%. Hispanic residents have next highest exposure to Asian 

residents, at levels that mirror the proportion of Asian residents in the County. 
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Table 39 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, St. Paul 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 64.25 

Black/Black 25.03 

Hispanic/Hispanic 15.52 

Asian/Asian 30.74 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

As with Ramsey County as a whole, St. Paulôs Isolation Index values show higher concentrations 

of both white and residents compared to their proportions of the population, indicating that despite 

higher levels of diversity across racial groups, these groups remain somewhat segregated. A white 

resident in St. Paul lives in a census tract that is 64% white, yet white residents make up just 52% 

of the population. A Black resident lives in a census tract that is 25% Black, despite making up 

just 15% of the population. A Hispanic resident lives in a census tract that is 15% Hispanic, but 

Hispanic residents make up just 9% of the population. Asian residents are just slightly 

overrepresented in census tract distribution. An Asian resident in St. Paul lives in a census tract 

that is 30% Asian, and Asian residents make up 25% of the cityôs population. 

 

Table 40 Exposure Index Values for St. Paul 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 39.07 

Hispanic/White 42.21 

Asian/White 34.87 

White/Black 11.54 

Hispanic/Black 15.67 

Asian/Black 17.86 

White/Hispanic 7.82 

Black/Hispanic 9.83 

Asian/Hispanic 11.47 

White/Asian 12.07 

Black/Asian 20.94 

Hispanic/Asian 21.42 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

The Exposure Index values for the city of St. Paul indicate that despite minority racial the higher 

racial diversity in the city, white residents still do not live in census tracts that contain percentages 

of minority racial group that are even proportional to the cityôs population. In addition, the cityôs 

minority racial groups have higher Exposure values to each other, indicating higher concentrations 

of minority groups. White residents in St. Paul have the most exposure to Asian residents. Yet 

despite Asian residents comprising 25% of the population, a white resident in the city lives in a 

census tract that is just 12% Asian. White residents have the least exposure to Hispanic residents. 

Black residents in the city have the most exposure to white and Asian residents. A Black resident 

in St. Paul lives in a census tract that is 39% white, and 20% Asian.  Hispanic residents have the 
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highest exposure to white and Asian residents as well. A Hispanic resident in St. Paul lives in a 

census tract that is 42% white and 21.42% Asian. Asian residents have the highest exposure to 

white residents and Black residents. An Asian resident in St. Paul lives in a census tract that is 

34% white, and 17% Black.  

 

Table 41 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Washington County 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 84.94 

Black/Black 9.07 

Hispanic/Hispanic 5.79 

Asian/Asian 8.77 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

In Washington County, a white resident lives in a census tract that is almost 85% white. This is 

one of the highest values in the Region, though it is explained in part by the fact that the County 

is nearly 84% white. Black residents are slightly overrepresented compared to their proportion in 

the population, as a Black resident lives in a census tract that is 9% Black, while Black residents 

make up just 4% of the population. Asian and Hispanic residents are concentrated relatively 

proportionally within census tracts in the County. An Asian resident lives in a census tract that is 

almost 9% Asian, and a Hispanic resident lives in a census tract that is 5% Hispanic. 

 

Table 42 Exposure Index Values for Washington County 

 

Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Exposure Index values for Washington County reflect the overwhelming whiteness of the County. 

All of the minority racial groups in the county (none of which have a population percentage of 

more than 8%) have exposure to white residents in the census tract they live in that is between 74 

and 79%. Hispanic residents have the highest exposure to white residents. They have the second 

most exposure to Asian residents, though only slightly. Asian residents have the next highest 

exposure to white residents. Of the other racial groups, Asian residents have the most exposure to 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 74.44 

Hispanic/White 79.02 

Asian/White 77.94 

White/Black 3.62 

Hispanic/Black 5.07 

Asian/Black 5.38 

White/Hispanic 3.70 

Black/Hispanic 4.89 

Asian/Hispanic 4.89 

White/Asian 5.04 

Black/Asian 7.16 

Hispanic/Asian 6.74 
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Black residents, though only slightly. Black residents have the least exposure to white residents, 

though this number is obviously still very high. Of the other racial groups, Black residents have 

the most exposure to Asian residents as well. These values are not surprising given that Asian 

residents are the largest minority group in the County. 

 

Table 43 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Woodbury 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 76.67 

Black/Black 7.30 

Hispanic/Hispanic 5.83 

Asian/Asian 10.47 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

  

Though Isolation Index values for the city of Woodbury indicate that a white resident lives in a 

census tract that is 76% white, the values for white and minority groups correlate almost exactly 

with population data. This tends to show that despite the city being overwhelmingly white, 

minority residents are distributed relatively evenly throughout census tracts. A Black resident lives 

in a census tract that is 7% Black, a Hispanic resident lives in a census tract that is roughly 6% 

Hispanic, and an Asian resident lives in a census tract that is 10% Asian. 

 

Table 44 Exposure Index Values for Woodbury 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 73.73 

Hispanic/White 74.46 

Asian/White 75.25 

White/Black 5.60 

Hispanic/Black 6.46 

Asian/Black 5.89 

White/Hispanic 4.92 

Black/Hispanic 5.61 

Asian/Hispanic 5.08 

White/Asian 9.41 

Black/Asian 9.68 

Hispanic/Asian 9.61 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

At 76% white, the Exposure Index values for Woodbury are appropriately high. All other racial 

groups have exposure to white residents at between 73 and 75%. White resdients have the highest 

exposure to Asian residents. Besides white residents, Asian residents have roughly equal exposure 

to Black and Hispanic residents. These values, 5.89 and 5.08, correspond almost exactly with the 

percentages of Black and Hispanic residents in Woodbury (5.79% and 5.03%). Besides white 

residents, Hispanic and Black residents have the highest exposure to Asian residents. Overall, 
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Exposure Index values reflect a distribution among census tracts that is relatively reflective of the 

distribution of racial groups in the Woodbury. 

 

Table 45 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Scott County 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 83.51 

Black/Black 7.07 

Hispanic/Hispanic 8.26 

Asian/Asian 9.01 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

A similarly overwhelmingly white county, the Isolation Index values for Scott County reflect that 

white and Asian residents are represented in the census tracts in which they live at rates that are 

extremely similar to their proportional representation in the county population. A white resident 

lives in a census tract that is 83% white, and the County is 82% white. Similarly, an Asian resident 

lives in a census tract that is 9% Asian, and the County is 8.29% Asian. Black and Hispanic 

residents, however, are overrepresented in census tracts compared to their proportion of the 

population, indicating that within Scott County, these two racial groups are slightly more 

concentrated. A Black resident in the county lives in a census tract that is 7% Black, while Black 

residents make up 3% of the population, and a Hispanic resident lives in a census tract that is 8% 

Hispanic, while Hispanic residents make up roughly 5% of the population. 

 

Table 46 Exposure Index Values for Scott County 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 74.32 

Hispanic/White 77.25 

Asian/White 76.46 

White/Black 3.05 

Hispanic/Black 4.20 

Asian/Black 4.86 

White/Hispanic 4.61 

Black/Hispanic 6.12 

Asian/Hispanic 5.64 

White/Asian 5.58 

Black/Asian 8.66 

Hispanic/Asian 6.90 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

In Scott County, all minority racial groups have the highest exposure to white residents. Across 

Black, Hispanic, and Asian residents, this value varies by just 3 percentage points. White residents 

have the highest exposure to Asian residents, though this value is within two percentage points of 

those for other minority groups. For Asian residents, aside from white residents, they have the 

most exposure to Hispanic residents. Hispanic residents have the highest exposure to white 
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residents out of all the other racial groups. Of the minority racial groups, Hispanic residents have 

the highest exposure to Asian residents. Black residents have the lowest exposure to white 

residents out of all the other racial groups. Of the minority racial groups, Black residents have the 

highest exposure to Asian residents. These values are consistent with population proportions of 

minority groups, and the fact that Asian residents are the largest minority group in the Scott 

County. 

 

Table 47 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity, Carver County 

Isolation Index Current  

White/White 90.14 

Black/Black 2.58 

Hispanic/Hispanic 7.90 

Asian/Asian 4.99 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Carver County has the highest Isolation Index values for white residents out of the entire county, 

but that value correlates almost exactly with the percentage of white residents in the County. A 

white resident in Carver County lives in a census tract that is 90% white, and the County is 89.64% 

white. Asian residents are similarly evenly distributed, as the county is 5% Asian and an Asian 

resident in the County lives in a census tract that is nearly 5% Asian. Hispanic residents are the 

most overrepresented, as a Hispanic resident lives in a census tract that is nearly 8% Hispanic, but 

Hispanic residents make up just 4% of the population. A Black resident lives in a census tract that 

is just 2% Black, which correlates to Black residents making up under 2% of the population. 

 

Table 48 Exposure Index Values for Carver County 

Exposure Index Current  

Black/White 86.20 

Hispanic/White 83.79 

Asian/White 87.34 

White/Black 1.41 

Hispanic/Black 1.99 

Asian/Black 1.57 

White/Hispanic 3.83 

Black/Hispanic 5.56 

Asian/Hispanic 4.07 

White/Asian 2.43 

Black/Asian 2.66 

Hispanic/Asian 2.47 
Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 

Exposure Index values for Carver County correlate strongly with the overwhelmingly white 

population. All of the minority groups in the county have the highest exposure to white residents, 

in which a Hispanic, Black, and Asian resident living in a census tract that is between 83% and 
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87% white. White residents have the highest exposure to Hispanic residents, at a rate similar to the 

distribution of Hispanic residents in the County population. Aside from white residents, Black 

residents have the highest exposure to Hispanic residents, despite Asian residents making up a 

larger share of the population. Aside from white residents, Asian residents have the highest 

exposure to Hispanic residents, at a rate similar to the distribution of residents in Carver County. 

Beyond white residents, Hispanic residents have the highest exposure to Asian residents, though 

at half the rate of the distribution of Asian residents in the County. 

 

b. Identify areas in the jurisdiction and region with relatively high segregation and 

integration by race/ethnicity, national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the 

predominant groups living in each area. 

 

c. Discuss how patterns of segregation have changed over time (since 1990). 
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Race/Ethnicity 

Map 1: Race/Ethnicity, Region2 

 

 
2 Source: Based on American Community Survey Estimates, 2013-2017. See Data Documentation for more 

information. 

 
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































